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Abstract	  
Evaluation is an essential component in education. Through evaluation, educationists can 
identify what has been achieved, what needs to be improved and what should be 
developed. Educational evaluation can be applied to several areas, such as curricula, 
students, teachers and schools in general. This study focuses on teacher evaluation and 
argues that teacher evaluation systems should be more effective in accurately determining 
teacher performance, should support the making of fair decisions in relation to sanctions or 
rewards and should support professional development. The aims of this study were firstly 
to analyse and evaluate the current teacher evaluation system in Kuwait, and secondly, to 
suggest an alternative teacher evaluation system based on a ‘Risk-Based Analysis’ 
approach. This study used a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to gather 
data. In particular, a questionnaire was designed to collect teachers’ perspectives on the 
current system and was distributed to 599 teachers in nine primary schools in three 
Kuwaiti educational districts. Interviews were conducted with nine head teachers and 
twelve inspectors in order to obtain more in-depth data regarding the current system. The 
study also carried out additional interviews with the same head teachers and inspectors, 
and held a focus group with 45 teachers, in order to probe their views concerning the 
proposed alternative system. 
The results of this study have revealed that the actual purposes of the current system are 
primarily focused on achieving summative evaluation, while the desired purposes of 
teacher evaluation are to secure both summative and professional development. The 
current system most frequently uses observation to evaluate teacher performance; however, 
participants expressed a desire for a broader range of evaluation tools to be used. The study 
found that teachers more frequently have discussions with, and receive written feedback 
from, heads of departments as opposed to the other two evaluators (head teachers and 
inspectors). They rated the value of the discussion and written feedback from heads of 
departments as more valuable than that which is given by the other two groups of 
evaluators. The study also found that teachers’ views were clustered, with some teachers 
indicating that the current system does not support them in their performance development 
and others indicating that it does. Finally, the study found that adopting the alternative 
system would improve the validity and reliability of teacher evaluation, would link 
teachers’ performance with promotions and rewards while introducing sanctions for 
underperforming teachers, as well as would facilitate and promote professional 
development.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 
1.1 Introduction 
Evaluation takes place in what people do in all aspects of their lives, whether at a scientific 
or social level. Through evaluation, people can determine their abilities and attempt to 
develop themselves. A good example is stated by Alaani, Maqdad, Aldousarie (2003) 
when a painter has finished drawing, he will stop and back away slightly so as to carefully 
consider the canvas; if there is no smile on his face we can assume that painter is unhappy 
and dissatisfied. The painter then goes back to the palate and colours to add some 
improvements. What has happened to make the painter feel dissatisfied? The operation 
carried out by the painter has, in fact, been an evaluation for judging the successful 
production of the painting. In the painters’ mind, a lot of criteria will be taken into account 
during the drawing-board stage. These criteria may relate to several theories, including the 
theory of representation or the mixing of colours, with the eventual aim of offering work 
that expresses their aspirations. The painter’s judgment has been reached through applying 
these criteria. They are a frame of reference with which to compare his/her canvas to 
determine how it approaches or distances itself from the desired goal. This work represents 
a genuinely practical evaluation.  
 
In the educational field, evaluation is an essential component. It is through evaluation, e.g. 
the extent to which educational targets have been achieved, that strengths and weaknesses 
can be identified (Alnajar, 2010). 
 
In this chapter, the educational context of Kuwait will be described briefly (for further 
details about the context, see Appendix 1). This chapter also includes the statement of the 
research, aims of the study, research questions, the significance of the study, the study 
rationale, and the outline of the thesis. 
1.2 The Context of Kuwait 
Nowadays, educating and teaching the Kuwaiti people is the full responsibility of the 
Kuwaiti government. According to the Kuwaiti Constitution in 1962, Article (40): 
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Education is a right for Kuwaitis, guaranteed by the State in accordance with law 
and within the limits of public policy and morals. Education in its preliminary 
stages shall be compulsory and free in accordance with the law. The law shall 
lay down the necessary plan to eliminate illiteracy. The State shall devote 
particular care to the physical, moral and mental development of youth (Kuwait 
Constitution, 2008). 
As a result of this constitutional provision, education has been freely extended to all levels 
and types of education for citizens, as is the case now in Kuwait, with the exception of 
private schools and private universities. 
The Kuwaiti government controls education through the Ministry of Education [MOE]. 
The MOE designs national curricula, and organises educational services and facilities 
(public schools) so as to be the same throughout Kuwait. Moreover, the MOE accepts 
teachers to work in schools and determines teachers’, head’ and inspectors’ roles (MOE, 
2013a).  
1.2.1 Education system 
The school system in Kuwait is divided into four levels: kindergarten, primary, middle and 
high school. The schools are separate for girls and boys. The MOE divides public schools 
into six educational districts (Ahmadi, Asimah, Farwaniya, Jahra, Hawalli, Mubarak Al-
Kabeer) according to the geographical distribution of Kuwait; each district is accountable 
to the MOE for its schools (MOE, 2013a).  
 
According to the MOE (2013b) in 2004/2005, they changed the stages of schooling in 
Kuwait to 5 stages in primary school, 4 stages in middle school, and 3 stages for high 
school. Primary is for students between six and ten years old. It is compulsory for children 
to attend this level, otherwise there are sanctions for parents. For each schooling stage, 
students should study for one year and achieve ‘pass’ to move to the next stage. Students 
are taught basic skills and some specific subjects (National curricula): Arabic, English, 
Mathematics, Islamic studies, Science, Citizenship and a summary history of Kuwait 
(social studies), and Computer Science. There are also some subjects that are taught but on 
which the students are not examined, such as Art and Sports Education.  
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Each school has a department for each taught subject. In each department, there are 
approximately six teachers, more or fewer, depending on the needs of the department; for 
example, the number of classes in school. In each department there are one or two heads, 
and each school should also have a head teacher and two or three assistant heads of school. 
With regard to inspectors, they work in the Departments of Inspection in the MOE. Each 
subject that is taught in Kuwait has a main department of inspection. The main 
departments are divided into six sub-departments for each of the six districts. 
1.2.2 The current teacher evaluation system 
The civil service commission [CSC] has changed the employees’ performance evaluation 
by Regulation number 36/2006. The MOE has changed the teacher evaluation system with 
regard to this decree, in 2006 and continues to the present day (Kuwait Teachers Society 
[KTS], 2010) 
 
The purposes of teacher evaluation are: to determine individual teacher performance 
during the school year accurately and objectively, and to develop teachers’ performance. 
Teacher evaluation is also used to make decisions about promotion (MOE, 2011; KTS, 
2010), about increasing teacher’s salary and annual bonus as noted in the Salary Scale of 
Teachers no. 48/2011 (KTS, 2012), or to make decisions about either dismissal or transfer 
to the administrative staff as sanction (KTS, 2010). 
 
Within the Arab context, it is common for individual teachers to be evaluated every year 
by both internal and external evaluators. In the Kuwaiti system, every teacher is annually 
evaluated by three evaluators: the head of department, the inspector, and the head teacher. 
It is based on a written form of teacher evaluation by each evaluator. The final teacher 
evaluation is entered into the CSE’s online portal by the head teacher, after agreement 
among three evaluators.  Also, the head teacher has to print the final report of the 
individual teacher evaluation which is signed by the evaluators, and sent to the educational 
observers in districts in order to insert them in the teachers’ record system in the MOE 
(MOE, 2011; KTS, 2010). 
 
With regard to specific tools that are used to collect evidence about teacher performance 
during the school year e.g. classroom observation, student achievements etc., these are not 
mentioned in the policy of teacher evaluation. However, the teacher evaluation policy 
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stipulates that evaluators determine teacher’s performance both inside and outside the 
classroom and use a standardised checklist for determining teacher’s performance inside 
the classroom (KTS, 2010).  
1.3 Statement of research 
The contention of this study is that teacher evaluation should be effective, which in this 
sense means that teacher evaluation systems should effectively determine teachers’ 
performance accurately, support making fair decisions in relation to sanctions or rewards, 
and support professional development. 
 
From my knowledge and search, few studies have investigated the current teacher 
evaluation system in Kuwait. Alsanafi (2012) conducted research to evaluate the current 
system based on social science teachers’ views in middle schools. The research found that 
professional development, and determining teacher performance were largely met by the 
system. However, teachers did not obtain monthly feedback from evaluators and the 
system was not appropriate in making decisions about sanctions and rewards. Other 
drawbacks were highlighted within this study: first, teacher evaluation was found to be too 
subjective, and second, the reports of individual teacher evaluations were kept confidential; 
in other words, the mid-year report and end-of-year evaluation report are not made 
available to the teachers themselves. Alsanafi concluded the study by recommending 
further studies on teacher evaluation and to address inspectors, head teachers, and different 
subjects at different levels of schooling. 
 
Sabti (2010) also indicated some drawbacks of the current teacher evaluation system. First, 
there seems to be a lack of appropriate training and workshops to improve teachers’ 
performance. Such training, he claimed, should be based on the teacher evaluation report, 
but this is rare. Second, teachers have no role in suggesting training courses and 
workshops. Third, the evaluation relies entirely on evidence collected through observation 
of teacher’s performance by head teachers, inspectors, and heads of departments. In his 
study, the researcher recommended that teachers should attend training course or workshop 
every year or every two years and that evaluators should use a wider range of tools for 
teacher evaluation. 
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The current study has been built on the findings and advice from these two studies and 
aims to seek ways in which teachers can have a stronger in and derive more benefits from 
teacher evaluation. To achieve this aim, this researcher has listened to teachers, head 
teachers and inspectors to obtain their views about the current system and how to make the 
teacher evaluation system more effective. Furthermore, this researcher has introduced an 
alternative system for teacher evaluation based on a ‘Risk-based analysis’ approach, to 
obtain participants’ reactions to it and ultimately find a new system that benefits teachers 
and takes their views into consideration. As teachers, head teachers, and inspectors possess 
practical knowledge of evaluating teachers, they know what areas of teacher evaluation 
need to be improved or developed, and they can assess whether the idea being developed is 
likely to work and be valid. 
 
Finally, this study has focused on public schools and excluded private schools, since the 
MOE keeps track of private schools in line with the regulations for this type of education. 
But these schools are run by school owners or chief executive officers in terms of making 
decision about teachers, and some private schools apply different teacher evaluation 
systems that are unique to their schools. This researcher has also excluded parents and 
students from participating in this study. However, this research has addressed the extent to 
which teacher, head teacher, and inspector accept the involvement of parents and students 
in teacher evaluation. 
1.4 The aims of the study 
The aim of this study is firstly to analyse and evaluate the current teacher evaluation 
system in Kuwait using data from teachers, head teachers and inspectors. The objectives 
are: 
a) To determine what purposes dominate the current system and to compare this to 
participants’ desired purposes for teacher evaluation. 
b) To identify the tools that are used in the current system, and to compare this to 
tools of teacher evaluation that participants think should be used.  
c) To analyse the role of evaluators and how this is regarded by teachers in the current 
system. 
d) To find out if and how the current teacher evaluation system is supporting the 
development of teachers’ performance. 
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The second aim of this study is to suggest an alternative teacher evaluation system based 
on a ‘Risk-based analysis’ (RBA) approach to participants, and in order to probe their 
views about its potential for the improvement and development of teacher evaluation in 
Kuwait.  
 
The reason for entering and evaluating teacher evaluation through teachers, head teacher 
and inspectors, is partly that they are familiar with the current system and how it operates. 
Teachers, for example, are in the best position to see what is most beneficial for them. 
Similarly, inspectors and head teachers are able to give valuable data about the system, as 
they are the evaluators. Contrasting views are expected, and only by finding a common 
ground is it possible to move forward to effective solutions. 
1.5 Research questions  
RQ1a: What contrasting views exist among teachers, head teachers, and inspectors 
regarding the intended and actual purposes of the current teacher evaluation system? 
RQ1b: What purposes would the participants in the study prefer to dominate teacher 
evaluation? 
RQ2a: What contrasting views exist among teachers, head teachers, and inspectors about 
the tools of the current teacher evaluation system? 
RQ2b: What tools would the participants in the study prefer to see used?  
RQ3: What contrasting views exist among teachers, head teachers and inspectors about the 
involvement of evaluators in the current teacher evaluation system?  
RQ4a: To what extent do teachers regard the current teacher evaluation system as 
supportive in the development of teacher performance?  
RQ4b: To what extent is the current evaluation system used to award promotions and 
rewards, and what are the teachers’ views on this?  
RQ5: What are the teachers’, head teachers’ and inspectors’ views on the proposed 
alternative system based on a ‘Risk-based analysis’ approach?  
In all these research questions, differences between gender, educational districts, 
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experience in teaching, and subjects will be considered as background variables. 
1.6 Significance of the study 
This study is significant for several reasons: 
- This study will point out the desired purposes of teacher evaluation based on 
perspectives of stakeholders operating in the system. 
- This study will help identify what tools of teacher evaluation, from users’ point of 
view, should be used to make the teacher evaluation system effective. 
- This study will bring out perspectives of stakeholders operating in the system about 
conflicts, and possible ways of overcoming these. In this way the research may 
have general value and contribute towards better use of teacher evaluation in 
Kuwait and elsewhere.    
 
According to MOE (2013c), the MOE sets out a plan to develop education in Kuwait. One 
component of development plan for education in Kuwait is evaluation and measurement. 
Therefore:   
- This study might help decision-makers in the Kuwaiti MOE by enabling them to 
hear from teachers, head teachers, inspectors about the current system and 
obtaining in-depth information about how it may be improved 
- This study could be useful for drafting a method for improving teacher evaluation 
through drawing on an alternative system. 
1.7 Study rationale 
This study has several motivations. First, this researcher is motivated to make teacher 
evaluation better at identifying successful teachers and underperforming teachers, giving 
recognition to the teachers who deserve it, and helping all teachers to improve and to 
access more professional development. 
 
Second, this study is intended to fulfil recommendations from previous studies in Kuwait 
through analysing the teacher evaluation system based on the perspectives of head 
teachers, inspectors, and teachers (in different level of school and taught subjects).  
 
Finally, there is a personal motivation. This researcher has been sent abroad to study the 
field of educational evaluation and measurement by the MOE. Therefore, this researcher 
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set out to fill the gap related to teacher evaluation due to the lack of studies that evaluate 
teacher evaluation in Kuwait.   
1.8 Outline of the thesis  
Chapter one: this chapter is an introduction that includes the aims of the study, research 
questions, significance of the study and the rationale of this study. This chapter also 
includes a short brief overview of the context of Kuwait. 
 
Chapter two: this chapter is a literature review that analyses teacher evaluation systems in 
general by looking at previous studies. Previous studies in the Kuwaiti context are also 
analysed.  
 
Chapter three: this chapter presents the methodology and explains the study design, 
instruments that were used to collect data, the sample, and the quality of data.  
 
Chapter four: in this chapter, the quantitative data about the current system collected from 
teachers through the questionnaires are analysed.  
 
Chapter five: in this chapter, the qualitative data about the current system collected from 
head teachers and inspectors via the interviews are analysed. 
 
Chapter six: this chapter describes the proposed alternative system that was introduced to 
participants in this study.  
 
Chapter seven: this chapter explores participants’ views on the proposed alternative system 
that was presented to them in focus groups and interviews. 
 
Chapter eight: in this chapter, the results of this research are discussed and linked to 
previous studies; implications, recommendations, limitation, and further research conclude 
the thesis. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction  
A review of literature can provide a rationale and foundation for a study, and also help 
further locate the focus of the inquiry. In this chapter, studies on teacher evaluation will be 
reviewed in relation to the main argument of this thesis, that teacher evaluation systems 
should be effective in accurately determining teachers’ performance, should support the 
making of fair decisions in relation to sanctions or rewards, and support professional 
development. The consequences of an inadequate teacher evaluation system are twofold: 
there is little improvement in teachers’ performance and there is ongoing employment of 
weak teachers (Donaldson & Peske, 2010).  
 
From a review of a large amount of literature on teacher evaluation, the following appear 
to be key factors in an effective system:  
• Maintaining a balance between professional development and summative purposes. 
• Having explicit criteria for evaluating teachers’ performance. 
• Involving both external and internal evaluators.  
• Using multiple tools to evaluate teachers’ performance. 
• Providing appropriate feedback: and 
• Having qualified evaluators. 
The chapter will first provide a conceptual framework for teacher evaluation, explain 
accountability, and analyse each of the listed factors from the research literature. Where 
possible, the chapter will bring in studies of teacher evaluation in Kuwait when reviewing 
these factors, but the chapter will also look at literature analysing the current and previous 
teacher evaluation systems in Kuwait in a separate section. 
2.2 Conceptual framework of teacher evaluation 
A teacher is one of several important elements present in schools integral to increasing the 
quality of education. In large part, this means ensuring that the teacher is highly skilled and 
able to perform to the best of his/her ability (Santiago & Benavides, 2009). In order to 
understand what comprises effective teacher evaluation, a more precise definition of the 
term is necessary. Teacher evaluation refers to the functions designed to make sound 
judgements about a teacher’s performance and sound decisions about sanctions or rewards. 
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These functions should also encourage and assist teachers in developing their performance 
(Nolan & Hoover, 2008). According to Santiago and Benavides (2009), a range of 
interrelated questions are associated with teacher evaluation, such as who, with whom, 
what, how, and for what? (see Figure 2.1). 
Who? Teacher evaluation is carried out on an individual teacher, but it is also a part of a 
broader evaluation and assessment that includes student assessment, school evaluation, and 
system evaluation. Kellaghan, Stuffelbeam and Wingate (2003, p. 1) explain the concept of 
this type of evaluation in a comprehensive manner:  
Educational evaluation encompasses a wide array of activities, including 
students assessment, measurement, testing, program evaluation, school personnel 
evaluation, school accreditation, and curriculum evaluation. It occurs at all level 
of education systems, from the individual students evaluation carried out by 
class-room teachers, to evaluations of schools and districts, to district-wide 
program evaluation, to national assessments, to cross-national comparisons of 
student achievement.  
Teacher evaluation is therefore relative to school evaluation, and student assessment is 
relative to both school evaluation and teacher evaluation. According to Santiago and 
Benavides (2009), teacher evaluation can be interlinked with internal school evaluation 
since the results of teacher evaluation can be used to arrange for improvements to be made 
to the quality of teaching in different ways, such as part of an overall school-wide plan for 
improvement. Moreover, professional development activities for teachers, which are based 
on teacher evaluation results, can be linked to the general development plan for a school. 
Furthermore, an individual teacher’s contribution to their school’s development can be 
determined by their evaluation, since teacher evaluation covers a teacher’s total 
contribution, such as their commitment to their professional development and their 
contribution to their school’s management. Finally, students’ results from a range of 
assessments can be used to make judgements about the school and its teachers. Assessment 
of learning is used to collect evidence about students’ learning by determining whether 
they have understood what they have learnt, met program targets and achieved curriculum 
outcomes, and to make judgements about students in order to certify their proficiency (Earl 
& Katz, 2006). Here, assessment provides parents and students with information about 
their progress while also providing educators with information and administrators with 
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evidence to include in their reports on teachers or schools or another part of the educational 
system (Harlen, 2006). Assessment for learning, by contrast, is used as an investigational 
tool to discover learning (Earl & Katz, 2006) and to support learning (Gardner, 2006) 
through enhancing the feedback between teachers and students, adjusting teaching practice 
and pedagogical modes to meet students’ needs and requirements, and to motivate students 
in their learning and improve their self-esteem (Black & Wiliam, 2006).   
With whom? This aspect concerns the implementation of teacher evaluation; it relates to 
the involvement of a range of stakeholders in developing and conducting teacher 
evaluation, which can include students, teachers, parents, head teachers and administrators 
(Santiago & Benavides, 2009). The evaluators who are involved in conducting teacher 
evaluation can be divided into internal and external evaluators. Internal evaluators might 
include a teacher or group of teachers, members of the school, such as professional staff, 
head teachers, and/or other administrative members (Nevo, 2001; Ryan, Chandler, & 
Samuels, 2007). Internal evaluators might also include students (MacBeath & McGlynn, 
2002). Examples are given below: 
•  Principal/Head Teacher or Head of Department: Principals, head teachers, or 
heads of departments may be asked to use their full contextual knowledge about 
their schools, students, and teachers/teaching to evaluate their teachers (Goe, Bell, 
& Little, 2008). 
•  Teacher: A teacher can participate by encouraging another teacher to evaluate 
his/her personal teaching (Airasian & Gullickson, 1997) or by evaluating each 
other, or by evaluating himself/herself (Nolan & Hoover, 2008; Arnodah, 2013).  
•  Student: Students can be allowed to rate their experiences with their teachers based 
on their interactions (Goe et al., 2008). 
An external evaluator is usually a person who does not work inside the school, such as an 
inspector or consultant (Vanhoof & Van Petegem, 2007). In many countries, inspectors or 
professional evaluators working for national or regional educational authorities conduct 
external evaluations. Evaluation agencies working on behalf of the school or government 
can also conduct external evaluations (Nevo, 2001). Furthermore, teachers can be external 
evaluators when they participate in the evaluation of teachers working in other schools 
(Santiago & Benavides, 2009). 
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What? As described by Santiago and Benavides (2009), this aspect concerns the scope of 
teacher evaluation, covering areas such as: planning and preparation (e.g. knowledge of 
content, pedagogies, selecting educational targets, demonstrating student knowledge, 
assessing student learning, etc.); the classroom environment (e.g. creating an environment 
for learning, managing the class, dealing with student behaviour, etc.); instruction (e.g. 
using clear and accurate language, questioning techniques, discussion techniques, the 
students’ engagement in learning, providing feedback to students, etc.); and professional 
responsibilities (e.g. demonstrating professionalism, professional growth, communicating 
with families, contributing to the school, etc.). 
How? This aspect concerns the tools of teacher evaluation used to identify a teacher’s 
performance in relation to certain criteria (Santiago & Benavides, 2009). More precisely, 
criteria for teacher evaluation constitute benchmarks for evaluating the performance of an 
individual teacher (Nolan & Hoover, 2008). In other words, they set “standards to evaluate 
teachers relatively to what is considered as good teaching” (Isore, 2009, p. 11). The tools 
of teacher evaluation include classroom observation, self-evaluation, student evaluation, 
peer evaluation, teacher portfolio, and student achievement. Classroom observation is a 
technique used for collecting data about teachers, students, and the relationship between 
them with respect to learning (Goe, Biggers, & Croft, 2012). Evaluators normally use a 
checklist during observation and look at two elements: the teacher’s performance in class 
and the students’ understanding and participation during particular tasks (Montgomery, 
1999). Self-evaluation means asking teachers to write reports about themselves that include 
information about aspects of teaching, such as their teaching techniques, subject areas, etc., 
and, more importantly, how they are doing it and why (Little, Goe, & Bell, 2009). Self-
evaluation can also be used in teacher evaluation during professional 
conversations/interviews or surveys/teaching logs in order for evaluators to discuss the 
information and details provided by teachers with them in a productive manner (Mather, 
Oliva, & Laine, 2008; Little et al., 2009). Student evaluation is used to collect data about 
teaching practices (Little et al., 2009). Surveys have the potential to gather the students’ 
input at different levels, that is, primary, middle, and high schools (Ferguson, 2010). 
Student evaluation can also be conducted by focus group interviews to ascertain their 
opinions and feelings about their teachers’ teaching practices (Nolan & Hoover, 2008). In 
peer evaluation, teachers are required to evaluate their colleagues (Arnodah, 2013) through 
peer observation (Nolan & Hoover, 2008), or by examining documents, such as lesson 
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plans, assignments, and other evidence about extracurricular activities (Joshua, Joshua, 
Bassey, & Akubuiro, 2006). Teacher portfolio is a tool for evaluating teachers that 
includes a range of materials that are collected by teachers to be used as evidence of their 
teaching practice, their contribution to school activities, and their students’ progress. 
Portfolios might also include such items as a sample of their students’ work, assessments, 
lesson plans, and schedules (Little et al., 2009). Student achievement data from, such as 
standardised tests can also be used to determine the teacher’s contribution to student 
learning, and such systems use statistical models to analyse the change in standardised test 
results over time (e.g., by comparing the current year to the previous year) (Mather et al., 
2008).  
For what? This aspect concerns the purposes of teacher evaluation with regard to the 
mechanisms for using the results. There are two major ways to classify the purposes of 
teacher evaluation; they can be either professional development or summative purposes 
(Santiago & Benavides, 2009; Stronge, 2006).  
In particular, summative teacher evaluation is used to determine the “merit, worth, or 
value” of a teacher’s performance (Smith, 2001, p. 51). Determining this performance may 
be based on a teacher’s level of knowledge, communication of content, concepts of 
education, teaching and monitoring capabilities, occupational morality, extent of assisting 
colleagues and collaborating with them, teacher-student interaction (Cai & Lin, 2006), and 
their ability to achieve the required educational targets (Isore, 2009). Summative evaluation 
is also used to decide on sanctions and rewards. It can determine career 
advancement/promotion, award performance rewards, such as higher scale or bonus pay, or 
establish sanctions for underperforming teachers, leading to dismissal or delaying career 
progression (Davidson, Jensen, Klieme, Vieluf, & Baker, 2009). 
Formative teacher evaluation identifies the different ways that teachers can develop their 
practice (Mathers et al., 2008) and therefore has professional development as its focus 
(Stronge, 2006). Teachers can identify their areas of strength and weakness, and learn 
strategies for how to improve and enhance their professional development (Stronge, 2006; 
Santiago & Benavides, 2009).  
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Figure 2.1: The conceptual framework of teacher evaluation 
 
•  Santiago & Benavides (2009). 
2.3 Accountability  
An accountability system is used to focus on student achievement or test results to monitor 
school performance (Gurr, 2007). In other words, accountability system is conducted to 
provide information to decision-makers and the public about learning outcomes to ensure 
that educational targets are being met with effective use of recourses (Faubert, 2009). An 
accountability system may also generate sanctions and rewards for schools based on 
student outcomes (Figlio & Loeb, 2011). In this sense, schools are held accountable to 
several authorities such as ministries, councils, stakeholders, and parents. Conceptually, 
there are three dimensions of accountability that are related to school evaluation: 
contractual, moral, and professional accountability as described by Gurr (2007) and 
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Faubert (2009). Contractual accountability is the extent to which a school meets 
requirements, serves the community in terms of student learning, and in some contexts 
publishes league tables and school guides.  Moral accountability is concerned with 
meeting the needs of parents and students and ensuring a safe and high-quality school 
environment, as well as in some contexts offering parents the opportunity to choose a 
school based on the quality of education. Professional accountability is concerned with 
meeting the school’s own expectations and those of other schools in order to add 
significantly to the learning of students to become the best schools in the district or the 
state—i.e., leading to change and improving student outcomes. To illustrate this point, 
using evidence to support schools in concentrating their attention on curriculum and 
instruction to improve and develop student learning (Figlio & Loeb, 2011). 
 
The process of evaluating schools based on student performance via standardised tests is 
increasingly prevalent around the world. Many countries apply the accountability system 
such as the USA, United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Australia (Figlio & Loeb, 2011; 
Faubert, 2009; Gurr, 2007). English schools, for example are accountable to local 
authorities and stakeholders such as parents through OFSTED inspection.  Local 
authorities and the Secretary of State have a duty to intervene if school performance 
becomes a cause for concern. Parents also have an opportunity to choose the school for 
their children based on the information provided to them about schools’ rankings or 
results. In the Netherlands, schools are accountable to central government for both budget 
matters and student achievement. The ministry in the Netherlands also has the right to 
restrict schools.  School are also accountable to parents, as they have the freedom to 
choose a school based on inspection reports and students achievement (Faubert, 2009). The 
USA has the most famous federal system—that is, the No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB]. 
This system requires states to test students in reading, mathematics, and science, evaluating 
schools based on their students’ outcomes (Figlio & Loeb, 2011).  
 
Many previous studies have investigated the effect of an accountability system on student 
achievement. Wong, Cook and Steiner (2009) conducted a study to evaluate NCLB in the 
USA using National Assessment of Education Progress data between 1990 to 2009 for 
math in grades 4 and 8. They found positive effects of the accountability system on student 
achievement for both grades. Cronin, Kingsbury, McCall, and Bowe (2005) analysed 
longitudinal data on student achievement before NCLB (2001-2002) and after 
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implementation (2003-2004). They found that math and reading exam scores improved 
over the two years since NCLB was implemented. Neal and Schanzenbach (2010) found 
that after NCLB, students’ scores in reading and math increased among students in the 
middle of achievement distribution, but not among students in the least academically 
achieving Chicago Public schools. They suggested that teachers tended to pay more 
attention to students who are near the proficiency standard.  Ladd (1999) conducted a study 
to measure the effect of accountability on student outcomes after Dallas implemented an 
accountability system; in this study, the researcher compared Dallas student outcomes to 
outcomes of students in other districts. The researcher found that the passing scores in 
Dallas increased after implementing accountability, compared to other Texas districts. 
While, Smith and Mickelson (2000) compared outcomes from three North Carolina 
districts, of which one of three (Charlotte-Mecklenburg) had implemented an 
accountability system, and those researchers found there was no evidence of any effect on 
achievement. In terms of schools, Rockoff and Turner (2008) found that after conducting 
accountability, failing schools saw positive effects from accountability pressures in New 
York, as those school improved to the “D” level.  Altrichter and Kemethofer (2015) 
conducted research in seven European countries (the Netherlands, England, Sweden, 
Ireland, the Czech Republic, Austria, and Switzerland) using online survey data from 2300 
principals. They found that principals who feel more accountability pressure pay closer 
attention to the quality expectations of inspections, are more sensitive to stakeholders’ 
reactions to school results, and are more engaged in improvement. With regard to teachers’ 
views on testing students and using the results in an accountability system, Hamilton, 
Berends and Stecher (2005) collected math and science teachers’ responses from primary 
and middle schools math in three states (California, Georgia and Pennsylvania). They 
found that teachers are engaging in a number of professional development activities to 
align their teaching with state standards and tests, and the accountability system has an 
effect on schools and teachers of focusing on student learning to meet the targets.   
 
In the context of Kuwaiti, from this researcher’s experience and search in Education Act, 
there is no accountability system at this point. Public schools are not evaluated based on 
student achievement, and there is no school rank list, but schools are run and controlled by 
the MOE (see Appendix 1). Furthermore, parents are not allowed to choose schools for 
their children based on the quality of school; instead their children are registered with the 
school that is nearest to their home address. 
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2.4 Maintaining a balance between professional development and summative 
purposes  
The first factor to be looked at is the need for teacher evaluation to strike a balance 
between professional development and summative purposes. 
Delvaux et al. (2013) conducted a study on the teacher evaluation system in the Flanders. 
They used a questionnaire, and their study’s sample included 1983 teachers in 65 schools. 
An important outcome was that although the intended purpose of the teacher evaluation 
system was formative, i.e. for professional development rather than summative, the actual 
findings showed no significance of this system with respect to the effect on teachers’ 
development. The summative purposes of the system, in contrast, had a small but 
significant positive effect on teachers’ development. The reason may be that teachers feel 
under pressure where evaluation is summative and may feel compelled to undertake 
development. Based on this study, it may seem as if effective teacher evaluation should 
focus on summative evaluation of teacher performance.  
 
Peterson and Comeaux (1990), who conducted a study on teacher evaluation systems in 
Florida and Wisconsin districts using 48 teacher interviews and questionnaires, found that 
teachers gave a high rating to an alternative system which encouraged teachers to reflect 
on their own teaching, and concluded that their perspectives were influenced by the format 
of the alternative system. Teachers in their study saw the system as reflecting their 
teaching and its purpose as being mainly for professional development; these teachers 
believed the ideal purpose of teacher evaluation was to promote professional development. 
Peterson and Comeaux suggested that teacher evaluation systems serve several needs and 
that summative evaluation should be used to identify whether performance deserves 
sanction or reward while the professional development is to meet the needs for teacher 
improvement and development. Colby, Bradshaw, and Joyner (2002) also reviewed the 
research literature and found that effective teacher evaluation systems have two purposes: 
summative and professional development. Stronge (2006) also argued that teacher 
evaluation should commit to both professional development and summative purposes to 
productively serve the needs of individual teachers and the school as a whole. 
 
Based on a study that included 15,401 teachers, 932 principals, and 831 other evaluators 
via online questionnaires in Tennessee, the State Collaborative on Reforming Education 
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[SCORE] report (2012) also supports the notion that an effective system of teacher 
evaluation maintains a good balance between both purposes. The aim of the study was to 
obtain feedback about a new teacher evaluation system in the state in comparison to an old 
teacher evaluation system. The old system offered no meaningful feedback to teachers, 
which was the reason for introducing the new system. In addition, while in the old system 
there was no requirement to make personnel decisions such as tenure or dismissal, the new 
teacher evaluation aimed to serve both formative and summative purposes. All teachers 
received annual evaluation in order to provide them timely feedback about their teaching, 
and in order to inform decisions about assignment, reward, promotion, and compensation. 
The new system was found to be supportive of effective teaching, encouraging self-
reflection, and motivating collaboration among teachers. Moreover, principals and 
evaluators feel the new system is having a positive impact on student achievement. 
Principals and other evaluators frequently indicated in the roundtable sessions that the 
framework of the new evaluation system facilitates them in carrying out their work more 
effectively and being instructional leaders. Therefore, principals and evaluators agreed in 
questionnaires that the system would have a positive impact on instruction and student 
achievement in their school.  
 
According to Davidson et al (2009) report on the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development statistics for 23 countries that participated in the first round of TALIS, 
the findings showed that teachers who received judgement and feedback, evaluation had a 
positive impact not only on their career, but also on their teaching. The greatest impacts 
were on student scores, classroom management, understanding of teaching practice, and 
knowledge and development or training plans. 
2.5 Clarifying the criteria for teacher evaluation 
A point repeatedly made in the research literature is that in order to make teacher 
evaluation better informed, criteria need to be made explicit (Nolan & Hoover, 2008), 
because teacher evaluation criteria explain what teachers should do (Philips & Weingarten, 
2013). The absence of explicit criteria, Nolan and Hoover (2008) argue, will lead to 
personal whims guiding evaluators.  
 
Alhamdan (1998) investigated Kuwait’s teacher evaluation system through questionnaires 
given to teachers, inspectors, and head teachers. He found that some criteria used to 
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evaluate teachers were not made explicit or were in need of clarification. These criteria led 
evaluators and teachers to have different interpretations, and thus were difficult to 
measure. Alsanafi (2012) conducted a study to evaluate the teacher evaluation system in 
Kuwait by using questionnaires with teachers. The results of this study concurred with 
those of Alhamdan’s research: unclear criteria can lead to different interpretations by 
evaluators and teachers, making it difficult to evaluate exactly what is expected from 
teachers’ performance. Accordingly, if the criteria are not explicit, it will affect whether 
teacher evaluation can determine teacher performance accurately, which will in turn affect 
teachers’ self-conception and understanding of what they need to do to develop their 
performance.  
 
Similarly, the SCORE report (2012), in the US found that a teacher evaluation system that 
uses explicit criteria leads to a better understanding of effective teaching, and hence 
inspires better performance. A teacher evaluation system with clear criteria will outline to 
teachers what is expected of them and what they need to demonstrate. Zhang (2008) 
conducted a study in three schools in Shanghai, to examine the implementation of teacher 
evaluation in these schools. The researcher used interview, participant observation, and 
documents analysis. The sample consisted of 74 participants, including school leaders, 
middle managers, heads of departments, and teachers. The researcher found that explicit 
criteria provided directions for teachers to follow to meet objectives, and to compare their 
practice with these criteria. Explicit criteria lead to accurate evaluation, and can facilitate 
teachers’ development. Delvaux et al. (2013) also found that teacher evaluation that 
includes explicit criteria has a greater impact on teachers’ development, as explicit criteria 
motivate teachers to bring their performance into line with expectations.   
 
Furthermore, a shared understanding between evaluator and evaluatee of criteria against 
which the performance is judged is necessary. The continued emphasis on explicit criteria 
is not sufficient to yield a shared understanding between evaluatee and evaluators (Rust, 
Price, & O’Donovan, 2003). If both evaluators and evaluatee have a shared understanding 
of criteria, evaluators become accustomed to using terms and can easily presume that the 
evaluatee knows what the evaluators mean, using appropriate terms to explain judgement 
of quality, and evaluatee can thus recognise the low or high level of their work or 
performance (Sadler, 2010). However, if they do not share their conceptions of the criteria, 
then the information that the evaluatee receives is unlikely to be useful (Hounsell, 1997). 
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In order to build a shared understanding of criteria between evaluators and evaluatee, the 
criteria should become a part of each evaluation vocabulary to enable them to rehearse in 
their mind as they arrive at a judgement, and later explain and justify that judgement 
(Sadler, 2010). Providing better definitions of criteria and performance-level definitions, 
increasing discussion and reflection between them about the criteria, and collaborating to 
devise and negotiate their own criteria for performance (Nicol & Macfarlan-Dick, 2006).  
2.6 Involving internal and external evaluators  
Another argument made is that effective evaluation systems need internal and external 
teacher evaluation. 
Using internal evaluation has the advantage of encouraging schools to assume their own 
responsibilities or duties (Nevo, 2001). This is where internal evaluation comes under the 
freedom of schools, allowing them to take responsibility for evaluation and to come up 
with their own improvement plan (Vanhoof & Van Petegem, 2007). Furthermore, as Nevo 
(2001, p. 97) has indicated, “developing an internal evaluation mechanism in a school is 
also an investment in an enduring resource for serving the information needs of the school 
by means of data pools and school portfolios”. Moreover, while teachers may feel under 
pressure and stressed during an external evaluation (Faubert, 2009), internal evaluation 
tends to be less threatening and might therefore reduce stress. Internal evaluators can help 
reduce teachers’ feelings of being threatened, since they know the local problems, 
communicate better with those being evaluated, and are present at school to facilitate the 
implementation of the evaluation recommendations (Nevo, 2001). Finally, teachers could 
be encouraged to be involved in the decision-making and this can foster collaboration 
among teachers in reflective practices, which develop teacher professionalisation (Nevo, 
2001). However, by conducting only internal evaluation, schools may hide problems from 
parents and external stakeholders. Furthermore, schools may set their own standards for 
quality that may not reflect high quality and the bar may be set too low. 
The advantage of external evaluation is that it is conducted by someone who is not 
involved in the school; when an evaluation is conducted from outside the school, it can be 
viewed as being more valid where internal evaluation might be suspected as biased and 
subjective (Nevo, 2001). External evaluation can be biased too, but an external evaluation 
is less likely to be seen as subjective than an internal evaluation. Furthermore, while 
external evaluation is about stimulating commitment, internal evaluation can be conducted 
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by means of the external evaluation’s requirements for determining whether schools are 
fulfilling their duties (Nevo, 2001). To illustrate this point, when external evaluators 
require information from a school regarding its internal evaluation of the quality of 
teaching or individual teachers’ performance, they will do so by stimulating schools to be 
committed to conducting an internal evaluation that has and uses that information. Also, 
external evaluation often expands the scope of evaluation while internal evaluation might 
suffer from a narrower perspective on overall qualities; external evaluation “can add 
commonalities to the uniqueness of the school and also provide a basis to judge its 
qualities”, as well as expand the scope, such as by comparing performance across schools 
(Nevo, 2001, p. 98). On the other hand, external evaluation is often focused on 
commonalities and comparability, so might be insensitive to issues particular to a school or 
teacher. Internal evaluation can assist the external with in-depth information to reflect the 
character of a particular performance, and add local perspective to the findings of the 
evaluation (Nevo, 2001).  
Accordingly, using both internal and external evaluations is necessary for teacher 
evaluation to be effective. Vanhoof and Van Petegem (2007, p.108) argued that “if one is 
absent, the other loses value”, echoed by Nevo (2001, p. 101) who stated that each can 
learn something from the other. He also makes the point that any “evaluation (internal and 
external) has to be modest, acknowledging its limitations”. 
2.7 Using multiple tools to evaluate teacher performance 
Using multiple tools to collect data to evaluate teacher performance is another way to 
make a system effective (Colby et al., 2002; Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, 
Haertel, & Rothstein, 2012a; Stronge, 2006; Kane & Staiger, 2012).  
There are several benefits to using multiple tools for teacher evaluation. Perhaps the 
greatest benefit is that it gives evaluators a better picture of the multifaceted elements of 
teaching practice, since they can take into consideration the full range of a teacher’s 
performance throughout the school year (Burnett, Cushing, & Bivona, 2012; Lachlan-
Haché, 2011). For example, Kane and Staiger (2012) found that using observation, student 
evaluation, and value-added data created a statistically stronger determination of effective 
teaching than observation alone. Moreover, Burnett et al. (2012) indicated that using 
multiple tools can also facilitate and support teachers to identify their performance 
strengths and weaknesses.  The use of multiple tools can increase the amount of feedback 
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that a teacher receives and improve its quality since teachers are able to obtain specific 
feedback on their teaching in a different way in order to help them develop professionally 
(Burnett et al. 2012). Furthermore, using multiple tools allows evaluators, school and 
districts to make fair decisions regarding rewards or sanctions and improves the ability of 
evaluators to make decisions (ibid). According to Kane and Staiger (2012), by using 
multiple tools, decision makers will obtain better information than they would with one 
tool; thus, more complete information can facilitate making better decisions about such 
things as promotions. 
The benefits of multiple tools in teacher evaluation can therefore be summarised as 
allowing evaluators to: better and more accurately determine teaching practice; make fair 
decisions; and provide higher quality feedback to improve and develop a teacher’s 
performance. These benefits emanate from the information that is collected via multiple 
evaluation tools. As DePascale (2012) pointed out, each tool has a margin of error that may 
affect the reliability of the data; therefore, using multiple tools can increase their reliability. 
Kane and Staiger (2012) found that combining multiple tools (observations, student 
evaluation, value-added data) led to greater reliability as they found more stability in the 
data collected using those tools. Similarly, Hanover Research (2012) indicated that 
multiple tools lead to increased reliability (consistency) because evidence from various 
tools, which includes input from different perspectives, increases the possibility of 
corroboration with the other tools. Furthermore, Zhang (2008) found that data from 
multiple tools can validate one another and reduce bias resulting from a single tool, as 
observed in three schools in Shanghai that conducted evaluation using multiple tools. 
Hanover Research (2012) also confirmed that multiple tools increase the validity of the 
evaluation because they increase the number of performance components that are 
evaluated, and thus offer more accurate information about performance than a single tool.  
To gain most benefits from using multiple tools, the selection of the tools for evaluating 
teachers should be based on the purposes of the teacher evaluation and the data’s intended 
use (Leo & Lachlan-Haché 2012).  For example, if the purpose of teacher evaluation is 
formative, then schools or districts should select the tools that provide specific feedback, 
whereas if the purpose is summative, then schools or districts should select tools that 
collect accurate and consistent data. Furthermore, there are different approaches for 
combining multiple tools that should be considered. A numerical approach uses various 
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tools and each tool is given a weight which is either an equal weight (50/50) or weighted 
based on the performance element it intends to evaluate  (e.g., observation 50%, student 
achievement data, 15%, etc.) in order to generate a final teacher performance score (Leo & 
Lachlan-Haché, 2012; Harris, 2013; Hansen, Lemke, & Sorensen, 2014). According to 
Harris (2013), this approach is commonly used for summative purposes. One advantage of 
this approach is that a teacher can avoid being penalised for a weak score in one area of 
evaluation by compensating with a higher score in an area of strength (Leo and Lachlan-
Haché 2012). For example, a teacher can be evaluated as outstanding in their overall score 
according to observation and student achievement even though the teacher is rated weak 
based on student evaluation. This approach can also reduce the effect of single-tool bias 
(Leo and Lachlan-Haché 2012). For example, some head teachers give high scores for 
classroom observation to avoid having low school performance scores, so the results found 
by using other tools can alter the biased data in the overall score. Leo and Lachlan-Haché 
also argue that this approach is helpful to determine the weight and composition of groups 
of teachers (e.g., new teachers compared to more experienced teacher) since this approach 
means the system can be flexible. For example, for new teachers, the system can give 
classroom observation a greater weight than the other tools. However, this approach may 
lead to misclassified results, since low performance scores may be classified as good or 
very good according to other weights, as indicated by Harris (2013). Also, nuances can be 
lost by using a single score, and thus teachers may not get the feedback that is needed for 
their improvement (Leo and Lachlan-Haché, 2012).  
Another approach is to use a portfolio or matrix; in this approach, teachers are evaluated 
using multiple tools, and each tool is considered and scored separately before the data is 
combined to determine their overall scores (Leo & Lachlan-Haché, 2012; Harris, 2013; 
Hansen et al., 2014). For instance, evaluators rate teachers on each performance aspect and 
provide their different views on teacher performance; then, using the matrix to draw the 
performance map for each aspect, they are able to give a summative rating (Leo & 
Lachlan-Haché, 2012). The advantages of this approach are given by Leo and Lachlan-
Haché (2012) as follows: through this approach, districts or schools can set a minimum 
efficiency for each aspect of performance in order to meet overall performance 
expectations and ensure that teachers meet the expectations (thus avoiding misclassified 
results). Using this approach, it is possible to differentiate between teachers based on their 
experience, subjects taught, students’ grades and by district, thus setting unique 
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expectations for teachers. This approach is appropriate for providing feedback to teachers 
by highlighting their strengths and weaknesses since they are not obscured by an averaging 
process. Through this approach, evaluators can use scale, qualitative or binary data in 
combination to determine teacher performance. For instance, student achievement data can 
be rated on a numeric scale of 1 to 4, a qualitative observation rating can be given, such as 
unsatisfactory, etc., and binary rating can be given to indicate professionalism, such as, 
does or does not meet expectations. Using this approach, the summative results can also 
include both qualitative and narrative data that are useful, since some data that is collected 
using certain tools may be not always translate into a numerical value.  
However, there are drawbacks to this approach. As pointed out by Leo and Lachlan-Haché 
(2012), this approach groups teachers into similar categories, thereby overlooking 
individual differences between teachers within those categories. Therefore, interpreting the 
data is more complex when it is used to make decisions on dismissal or promotion. With 
this approach, evaluators are required to consider different data with equal weight to the 
rest of the information, which might not be weighted, to determine the final summative 
score.  
Another approach to using multiple tools is holistic. According to Leo and Lachlan-Haché 
(2012) in this approach, evaluators collect data using multiple tools and identify patterns in 
teacher performance. Then, they compare the data to a similar set of performance criteria. 
The evaluators interpret the data using the performance criteria to make conclusions about 
overall performance and to determine teacher performance. This approach is a flexible 
approach for evaluators since they can take into account a variety of aspects, such as a 
teacher’s knowledge of content and teaching responsibilities, in order to emphasise 
patterns over any individual data. This approach depends heavily on the evaluator’s 
judgement in determining performance. In this sense, evaluators can play a role in the 
teacher evaluation system to prevent misclassifying teachers by identifying low-
performance teachers. This approach also lends itself well to improving the focus on the 
implementation of the teacher evaluation system (purposes), feedback aligned with district 
priorities, the school focus, and individual teachers’ targets. This approach requires 
gathering more information through the use of the tools that are outlined in the teacher 
evaluation system. However, there are also drawbacks to this approach. First, this approach 
relies on evaluators being properly trained since it would be difficult to ensure continuity, 
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consistency and accuracy in passing judgement on teachers across schools and districts if 
evaluators do not have access to intensive and ongoing training. Second, through this 
approach, if evaluators do not make plans to provide regular update their data, the results 
of teacher evaluation may suffer from a lack of transparency. 
With regard to the tools that could be used together to evaluate teacher performance, 
Hanover Research (2012) note that there is no universal agreement about what is best, but 
that common multiple measures that could be included in teacher evaluation are student 
achievement data, observation, student reports, portfolios, peer reviews, and parent 
surveys. Nolan and Hoover (2008) have a similar list, suggesting using administrative 
observation, peer observation, peer input, teacher portfolios, student evaluation, parental 
input and student learning data as measures. Some of these tools will be analysed and 
discussed separately to underline their strengths and weaknesses and to demonstrate how 
each tool can be made as effective as possible in order to generate the greatest benefits 
from its use. Thus there is no perfectly right or completely wrong tool; as Goe, Holdheide, 
and Miller (2014) noted in their practical guide to designing a teacher evaluation system, 
all tools have their weaknesses and strengths in terms of reliability and validity. 
2.7.1 Classroom observation 
Through classroom observation, an evaluator can obtain rich information about classroom 
behaviours and activities, as well as be able to reflect on teaching practice for both 
formative and summative evaluations. An evaluator can also evaluate the interaction 
between teacher and students in terms of learning (Goe et al., 2008, 2012; Burnett et al., 
2012). Furthermore, through observation, teachers can obtain feedback on their practice 
more quickly. Whitehurst, Chingos, and Lindquist (2014), in a study of four urban districts 
in the U.S., concluded that observation is faster than other tools used in teacher evaluation 
with regard to providing feedback to the teacher for improving performance. Feedback 
from students’ achievement data via standardised tests to reflect teachers’ performance, is 
= often not communicated quickly enough to the teacher.  
 
Moreover, by using classroom observation as a tool for evaluating teachers, both teachers’ 
performance and students’ achievement could be improved. Taylor and Tyler’s analysis of 
data from Cincinnati public schools in Ohio (2011) confirmed this result, finding that 
classroom observation (by external and internal evaluators) improves mid-career teachers’ 
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effectiveness in promoting students’ achievement in math, whereas they found no effect on 
students’ achievement on reading tests. They also found that teachers’ performance is 
improved both during the year they are evaluated by classroom observation and the year 
after.  
 
However, the teacher’s contribution or activities outside the classroom cannot be included 
when observation is the only tool used in teacher evaluation (Goe et al., 2008). 
Furthermore, evaluators cannot either determine if a teacher’s students have achieved 
growth as expected, collect information to reflect teacher’s ability to collaborate with 
colleagues, or determine if a teacher is communicating with parents effectively (Goe et al., 
2014; Goe & Croft, 2009).  Also, in some contexts, observation might be expensive due to 
the cost of training and calibrating to ensure validity, and the cost of the evaluator’s time 
(Goe et al., 2008). 
 
In order to benefit from observation and to ensure validity and reliability, three points 
should be taken into consideration. Firstly, reliability and validity are improved and 
enhanced when: frequency of classroom observation is increased; observations occur in 
different periods of time (different days) (Denner, Miller, Newsome, & Birdsong, 2002; 
Cronin and Capie, 1986). When observations are infrequent and brief during the school 
year, they lead to inattention to performance, as indicted by Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, 
and Keeling (2009), who conducted a survey study with approximately 15.000 teachers 
and 1,300 administrators (evaluators) in 12 districts in Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, and 
Ohio. Secondly, the observation should be subject-specific, as Hill and Grossman (2013) 
indicated, which means that the observation should be related to the school level and 
subjects. Generic observation is limited in determining teacher performance. Thirdly, 
conducting observations by different observers for multiple observations increase 
reliability as the deployment of different observers reduces the likelihood of an unusual 
judgement and the influence of an atypical lesson, as found by Kane and Staiger (2012) in 
their report investigated observation as a tool alongside other measures of teaching for the 
Measured Effective Teaching (MET) project, which analysed 7,491 videos of instruction 
of four to eight lessons given by 1,333 teachers in grades 4-8 in six districts in the US. The 
MET project developed measures to reflect all aspects of effective teaching, including 
student surveys to evaluate the instructional environment, content tests to assess teachers’ 
knowledge of their subjects, observations to evaluate their practice, and student 
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assessments to reflect the learning outcomes of teacher’s learning in order to evaluate 
alternative ways of providing valid and reliable feedback to the teacher to develop and 
improve their teaching, but this report focuses on classroom observation. In this report, the 
results also show that combining observation with student achievement and student 
surveys improved reliability.   
2.7.2 Self-Evaluation  
The main benefit of conducting self-evaluation is to help teachers realise the directions that 
they should follow in their work, and what objectives need to be set for professional 
development. Self-evaluation can lead to a teacher’s increased awareness of their 
performance, as a result of self-reflection, which may lead them to perceive a need to 
improve (Zhang, 2008). Therefore, the value of self-evaluation is that it is an opportunity 
for teachers to determine their own strengths and weaknesses, which may lead them to 
enhance teaching and learning, as found in Ovando’s study that included twelve teachers in 
primary schools in Texas, and their written responses to open-ended questions (2001).  
However, self-evaluation in certain cases can be problematic. A study in two primary 
schools in Georgia, using documents, artefacts, and interviews to collect teachers’ 
perspectives on teacher evaluation (Looft, 2002), found that the words/language of the 
self-evaluation form made it difficult for teachers to provide an honest rating. The wording 
was not always understood and the length of the forms and details that need to be included 
caused stress to teachers. Moreover, the variation in the level of feelings from day to day 
may affect the objectivity of self-evaluation, when evaluators require teachers on a 
particular day to reflect on their teaching over a period of time. Therefore, conducting self-
evaluation presents challenges, as misrepresentation and misreporting may have an effect 
on the report (Goe et al., 2008); in other words, it may not be an accurate reflection of 
teacher performance. To support the teacher in meeting the challenge to reflect more 
objectively on what has happened during a lesson, video/audio recordings, peer evaluation 
feedback, and short stories (written by teacher during the school year) can be used and 
combined as sources of data (Nikolic, 2002).  
Additionally, validity may be a point of concern in teacher evaluation. In Zhang’s study 
(2008), heads of departments and administrators reported that teachers could not translate 
their performance into realistic scores, and so gave themselves a higher score than their 
actual performance. Some teachers confirmed that they did over-evaluate to protect 
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themselves; some tended to overrate their performance, thinking that they did not deserve a 
low score. On the other hand, some teachers reported that they evaluated their performance 
accurately and gave themselves high scores simply because they had performed very well.   
Although the validity of self-evaluation may be a point of concern in teacher evaluation, it 
can be improved by comparing it with data obtained through another tool, such as 
observation in the classroom. As found by Mayer (1999), there was correlation between 
self-evaluation survey data and classroom observation, enhancing the validity of the 
results. Eid (2005) tested the validity of self-evaluation in Kuwait by comparing evaluation 
by heads of departments and those by the teachers in their departments in high schools in 
five educational districts (64 teachers / 62 heads of departments). The findings showed no 
statistical difference. With regard to reliability, self-evaluation (survey) can be conducted 
twice to test consistency. Using this method, Mayer (1999) compared two data sets 
obtained through self-evaluation and found the results were quite reliable. 
2.7.3 Student evaluation  
An advantage of student evaluation is that students can offer their opinion about teaching 
practice in the classroom and teachers’ work outside the classroom. For example, Zhang 
(2008), stated that student evaluation provides information about teaching attitudes and 
effectiveness, moral education, teachers’ performance, classroom management, 
assessment, and tutorials after class, which is broader in scope because it includes not only 
what happens inside the classroom but also outside it.  
On the other hand, Liu and Teddlie (2005) analysed data from interviews with 18 teachers 
in six schools in China and reports from academic journal published and found that 
students, especially young students, often did not realise the purpose of teacher evaluation 
and did not consider their role as important in evaluating teachers. As confirmed by Wang 
(2004) and Xu (2004), who conducted their research in a Chinese context, students’ 
evaluation may lead to invalid results; for example, a student may evaluate strict teachers 
with a lower score, and with a higher score for teachers who are considerate of students 
(cited in Liu and Teddlie, 2005). In the Kuwaiti context, Eid (2005) compared students’ 
evaluation, teachers’ self-evaluation, and heads of departments’ evaluation in high schools 
and found that students tended to see their teachers as better than how teachers saw 
themselves by self-evaluation or by heads of departments’ evaluation. Eid suggested that 
students may also try to improve their teachers’ image in front of evaluators or MOE as a 
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form of courtesy or out of fear of their teachers. Burr (2015) conducted a study to 
determine the value of student evaluation from the teachers’ perspectives (40 teachers in 
one Utah high school) and found that when conducting student evaluation in different 
periods during the school year, teachers reported that students’ evaluation caused them to 
reflect and to inspire changes in their instruction based on students’ views. However, 
teachers also expressed concern and anxiety about how students evaluated them, as well as 
concern about the reliability and validity of student evaluation as an appropriate tool for 
rating teachers.  
Peterson, Wahlquist, and Bone (2000) analysed 9,765 student questionnaires for teacher 
evaluation from 27 schools in Utah and found that students of different ages in primary and 
secondary were able to distinguish between teachers who were able to teach and those that 
students just liked. They were also able to distinguish between teachers who supported 
their learning and those who treated students well. This is made possible when the items of 
the questionnaires are appropriate for the student level. For example, the following items 
were found to work well with elementary students: “I am able to do the work in class, 
Teacher is kind and friendly, I learn new things in this class, My teacher is a good teacher, 
Teacher shows us how to do new things, I know what I am supposed to do in class ” (p. 
150).  
Similarly, Ferguson (2010), in a study of 2358 classrooms, found that students could make 
valid distinctions about their classroom on seven issues referred to as the Seven C’s: Care 
refers to teachers’ care for their students, such as taking into consideration students’ 
emotions and reducing their anxiety; Controls refers to classroom management; Clarify 
refers to a teacher’s role in promoting student understanding and clearing up confusion; 
Challenge refers to teachers’ support and encouragement of students to work hard; 
Captivate refers to the teacher’s role in making the classroom stimulating and in avoiding 
making the learning boring; Confer refers to teachers keeping students alert in the 
classroom by asking them about their views and inviting them to express themselves; and 
finally, Consolidate refers to how teachers organise material for students through 
reviewing and summarising. In short, these seven headings reflect how teachers can teach 
well and how much students can learn. In terms of the reliability of students’ evaluation, 
Zhang (2008) suggested increasing the number of students involved in evaluating teachers.  
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In short, though students’ feelings about teaching and teachers are valued (Zhang, 2008), 
student evaluation should be used cautiously, as students lack subject knowledge and 
teaching experience. Zhang suggested using student evaluation as a reference for teacher 
performance while Mertler’s study (2007) concludes that student evaluation as feedback 
for the teacher regarding his/her performance is very useful and something that can be for 
teachers rather than against them. Burr (2015) confirmed that students’ feedback could 
reduce anxiety among teachers, as teachers appreciated the feedback from their students as 
a means of development, rather than it is being used as a judgement about them. Burr 
suggested that for feedback from students to be effective, student evaluation should be 
conducted in two different periods, early in the school year or in the middle and then at the 
end of the school year, for example, October and March. Timing is also important: schools 
should avoid conducting it after a major test, as it will affect their evaluation of the teacher 
(Olatoye & Aanu, 2011). 
2.7.4 Peer evaluation 
As described above, the teacher can participate in teacher evaluation either as self- or peer-
evaluation. Eri (2014) describes his experiences with peer evaluation via observation; he 
believes that peer evaluation leads to improving teaching regardless of how experienced 
the observed teacher is. He also believes it is a good exercise for teachers to write 
feedback. Salih (2013) used a questionnaire to explore teachers’ reactions to peer 
evaluation with 40 English teachers in two higher institutes in Oman. He found that peer 
evaluation supported the review of teaching, as the teachers’ perception in this study with 
regard to peer evaluation was positive. Teachers believed that the peer evaluation was 
useful, as it allowed them to exchange feedback with each other, reflect on their teaching, 
enabled them to offer suggestions to each other, helped them to modify their teaching, and 
gave them more confidence in their teaching.  
On the other hand, using peer evaluation for summative purposes may be unacceptable in 
some contexts, as found by Joshua et al. (2006) who conducted a study in Nigerian 
secondary schools comprising 480 teachers, by using a questionnaire. The researchers 
found the general attitude of teachers in this study towards using peer evaluation for 
summative purposes was negative, as teachers did not trust them to make decisions about 
their promotion and rewards.  
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Similarly, while peer evaluation is noted as helpful for teacher development due to 
teachers receiving comments and suggestions from each other and sharing experiences, 
knowledge, and understanding, it is not helpful in all cases. For example, conflicts between 
teachers may prevent the exchange of reliable and frank comments about colleagues’ 
teaching, and thus peer evaluation loses its function of promoting professional 
development. When peer evaluation is used to make judgements or give scores, personal 
relationships might affect the evaluation (Zhang, 2008). Therefore, to be more effective, 
teachers should be critical friends who conduct peer evaluation without any subjectivity or 
bias (i.e. teacher should not ignore good parts of teaching and highlight only the 
weaknesses) as suggested by Salih (2013). 
The question raised here is how to make peer evaluation as effective as possible in order to 
get maximum benefit from it. First, courses should be organised for teachers in order to 
improve their knowledge and skills and to avoid misunderstanding over why they should 
engage in peer evaluation (Arnodah, 2013). Second, clear performance guidelines and 
explicit teaching criteria are key components for peer evaluation to work well (Johnson & 
Fiarman, 2012). Third, time allocation for conducting peer evaluation has been shown to 
have a positive effect, as found by Brix, Grainger, and Hill (2014) in a case study of a 
regional secondary school in Australia.  
2.7.5 Portfolio  
Some of the advantages of using portfolio can be seen in previous research in that they can 
provide accurate and comprehensive information about teachers’ performance (Attinello, 
Lare, & Waters 2006) and reflect a teacher’s commitment to the teaching profession 
(Westhuizen & Smith, 2000). In this sense, it provides more comprehensive information 
about a teacher’s performance than observation inside the classroom as a tool in teacher 
evaluation, as found by Attinello et al. (2006). Moreover, a portfolio as a tool is useful in 
encouraging teachers to reflect on their teaching (Attinello et al., 2006), and help them 
identify their personal strengths and weaknesses (Attinello et al., 2006; Dinham & Scott, 
2003), thus laying the groundwork for professional development (Attinello et al., 2006; 
Chorrojprasert, 2005). Furthermore, a portfolio allows teachers to be more collaborative 
through sharing and discussion with others, as well as allowing them to show evaluators 
their achievement (Dinham & Scott, 2003; Attinello et al., 2006).  
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In a study about the perspectives of teachers and administrators in a rural/suburban school 
district in the south eastern region of the US about using portfolios, Attinello et al. (2006) 
gave a survey to 23 schools (752 teachers 46 administrators responded). Both 
administrators and teachers had positive views about using portfolio, but administrators 
were significantly more positive and supportive of using portfolio as a comprehensive 
measure and support for teacher’s self-reflection, believing portfolios had a positive effect 
on professional development. Chorrojprasert (2005) conducted a study in a secondary 
school in Bangkok that included the views of 388 teachers via survey and 9 teachers via 
interview. The researcher found that almost half the teachers in the study viewed portfolio 
as an appropriate and efficient tool for both determining performance and professional 
development. Teachers mentioned responsibilities and activities, official documents, 
students’ progress and work, and personal qualities as all contributing to giving an accurate 
reflection of teachers’ performance.  Teachers reported that portfolios also helped them to 
reflect on their performance and that the process of preparing their portfolio enabled them 
to plan improvements and implement their plans; they also reported becoming more aware 
of their students’ needs. In one case study conducted by Westhuizen and Smith (2000), 
teachers stated that they wanted to present their performance and professional skills when 
being evaluated, and that they viewed a portfolio as being able to reflect their performance 
and skills.  
On the other hand, a number of drawbacks with using a portfolio as a tool for teacher 
evaluation have been reported. Firstly, the time required to prepare a portfolio is seen as a 
disadvantage (Westhuizen & Smith, 2000; Attinello et al., 2006; Dinham & Scott, 2003), 
with some teachers preferring to spend time on preparing lessons or organising activities 
(Attinello et al., 2006). Secondly, time is also needed for the evaluator to review the 
portfolio, and as found by Attinello et al. (2006), some administrators did not spend 
enough time reviewing the portfolio, reporting the task as very time-consuming. Thirdly, 
portfolios can be daunting for teachers who have no experience with portfolio construction 
(Dinham & Scott, 2003). Fourthly, a portfolio does not always reflect all aspects of 
teaching, as noted by teachers and administrators in Attinello et al. (2006): an outstanding 
teacher may not necessarily create a good portfolio. 
Consequently, Attinello et al. (2006) offer some recommendations for using a portfolio: 
there should be clear guidelines for how to use the portfolio, on-going training for both 
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evaluators and teachers with regard its use, sufficient time for evaluators to review 
teachers’ portfolio, and it should be used as part of teacher evaluation together with other 
tools such as observation. 
2.7.6 Student achievement data 
Student achievement data are used in teacher evaluation to evaluate teaching (Hanover 
Research, 2012). Darling-Hammond et al. (2012a) suggest that one aim of using student 
achievement information is to make student learning a part of teacher evaluation. 
There are benefits to using student achievement data in teacher evaluation. Goe and Croft 
(2009) argue that evaluators can directly focus on and analyse student learning to 
determine a teacher’s contribution. An evaluator can also compare student achievement 
data across classrooms, schools, and districts to make judgements on the teacher’s learning 
outcomes (Burnett et al., 2012). However, Goe and Croft (2009) point out that while 
student achievement data could be helpful for evaluators when determining a teacher’s 
contribution, this will not give weak teachers the information they need to help them 
improve their performance. Furthermore, standardised testing can be expensive in some 
contexts, especially in terms of conducting the test in all the districts, designing or 
purchasing the tests (Burnett et al., 2012), and hiring experts to analyse the results (Goe & 
Croft, 2009). In addition, Baker et al. (2010) and Hanover Research (2012) point out 
potential negative consequences of using student achievement data to determine sanctions 
and rewards for teachers, since relying on test score results can dissuade teachers from 
working with high-needs students and discourage outstanding teachers from teaching 
classes with a large number of high-need students (who are traditionally ‘weak’).  
 
There is enough widespread discussion of the negative effect of testing on both teachers 
and students that it deserves some attention. Smith and Rottenberg (1991) indicated that 
standardised tests might cause students to experiences stress. Jones, Jones and Hargrove, 
(2000) also claim that high-stakes testing may induce stress for students. According to 
Stecher (2002, p. 86) the negative effects on students of high-stakes testing is that tests  
“frustrate students and discourage them from trying, making students more competitive, 
and cause student to devalue grades and school assessments”. Using student achievement 
data via standardised tests may cause teachers to teach students to the test skills (Hanover 
Research, 2012; Jones et al., 2000). Teachers coaching students for tests can also have 
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negative effects, including narrowing of the curriculum to those aspects which are tested. 
As indicated by Stecher (2002) and Jones et al. (2000), testing students with high stakes 
forces teachers to focus more on the specific content of the test than on other aspects of the 
curriculum. The potential effect of high-stakes testing on teachers also might tempt 
teachers to cheat when administering tests (Stecher, 2002). 
There are also concerns regarding using student achievement data as a measurement of 
teacher effectiveness, according to Darling-Hammond et al. (2012a) and Schafer et al. 
(2012), since teacher effectiveness varies from class to class, across different grades and 
from one statistical model to another. Moreover, some teachers have many students in their 
classrooms with poor attendance, which may affect their level of achievement (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2012a). Furthermore, there are differences between teachers with regard 
to which elements of teaching effectiveness relate to positive/negative student 
achievement, since some teachers have a greater impact on some parts of student learning 
than on other parts. Therefore, determining what is relatively more or less effective 
depends on the tests that are used (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012a).  
There are also factors affecting the validity of student achievement results. Darling-
Hammond et al. (2012a), Darling-Hammond, Cook, Jaquith, and Hamilton (2012b), and 
Baker et al. (2010) found that student learning is not influenced by teaching alone. Firstly, 
there is the school factor, consisting of curriculum, class size, resources, teaching time, and 
available teaching material. Secondly, students’ home lives and communities, as well as 
family income levels, may have an effect on their academic achievements. Thirdly, the 
achievements of students with special educational needs and abilities may not provide an 
accurate reflection of their teachers’ efforts. For example, teachers appear more effective 
when teaching very good students than they are when teaching students with special 
education needs. Fourthly, a student’s peers can have both positive and negative effects on 
student achievement. Lastly, previous teachers, schools, and other current teachers may 
also influence student achievement.  
Consequently, Baker et al. (2010) argue that student test scores should only be used as a 
minor element in a broader set of evidence indicating teacher practice. They also point out 
that statisticians, psychometricians, and economists agree that student achievement data 
alone are not reliable nor sufficiently robust when making decisions on sanctions and 
rewards. Similarly, Newton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, and Thomas (2010) state that 
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student achievement data should be used with caution when evaluating teachers, especially 
when making decisions about them. Darling-Hammond et al. (2012b) suggest that student 
achievement calculated via standardised tests can be included, but that the focus should be 
on the relationship of the tests to the curriculum and what the students are being taught. 
2.8 Giving appropriate feedback to teachers 
According to Delvaux et al (2013), the nature of feedback that teachers receive is an 
important feature of a teacher evaluation system. The literature lists a range of potential 
benefits. It may help teachers think critically about their teaching practice (Donaldson & 
Peske, 2010); regular and specific feedback to teachers may give clear information about 
their strengths and weaknesses, and pinpoint areas that need improvement with 
recommendations on how to improve their teaching, as some teachers have shown in the 
SCORE report (2012); feedback may encourage teachers to collaborate with each other, as 
feedback leads teachers to have conversations about their performance with colleagues and 
to help each other, especially with experienced teachers and newer teachers, as found by 
the SCORE report (2012). 
 
To derive maximum benefit, feedback should be provided to teachers immediately. 
Scheeler, Ruhl, and McAfee (2004) conducted a systematic search of empirical literature, 
and found that only immediate feedback was considered effective, as it prevents the 
teacher from continuing to make errors in his/her teaching, while with delayed feedback, 
the teacher may continue to make errors instead of changing or improving. Khachatryan 
(2015) suggest that teachers learn best from feedback that consists of specific comments 
and detailed recommendations. In a single-case study with an administrator and four 
teachers as participants, Khachatryan found that feedback sometimes did not provide a 
sufficiently clear picture to enable the teacher to improve. In addition, feedback can be 
given orally or in writing and evaluators should consider which type is appropriate for 
teachers’ needs. One example is a conversation before and after classroom observation. 
Such feedback conversations between teachers and evaluators lead to increased levels of 
trust and collaboration between each other (SCORE, 2012).  A second example is written 
feedback, which allows teachers time to read, interpret, review, and internalize (Kelly, 
2014). Furthermore, evaluators should take into account teachers’ experience when 
providing feedback to teachers so as to be appropriate for each individual performance. 
Tuytens and Devos (2012) conducted a study via interview with school leaders and 
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questionnaires with 298 teachers in 32 Flanders schools. They found that teachers with 
more experience see feedback as less useful than teachers who are less experienced. 
Delvaux et al. (2013) also found that among teachers with limited teaching experience, 
feedback is positively related to the effect of teacher evaluation on professional 
development.  
2.9 The importance of qualified evaluators 
Evaluators play a key role in teacher evaluation. Therefore, there is some concern 
regarding the evaluators’ role and qualifications and how these impact on a teacher 
evaluation system.  
First, lack of background in teaching and subject knowledge of evaluators may lead to 
invalid and unreliable reports about teacher performance, as found by Albustami (2014), 
who conducted qualitative research including 5 supervisors, 5 principals, and 10 teachers 
in Abu-Dhabi schools. The knowledge of evaluators about the subject, pedagogies, and 
experiences of teaching also allow evaluators to identify what teachers have done, and to 
anticipate what teachers need to assist them with their development and improvement 
(Donaldson & Peske, 2010). Accordingly, evaluators should have experience in teaching 
and subject knowledge to be able to determine teachers’ performance and to identify what 
requires improvement and further development. On the other hand, although the evaluator 
should have content expertise, meaning that he or she should have an understanding of the 
content or an understanding of how students encounter the content, content expertise is not 
always required to evaluate elements of teaching such as managing behaviour, motivating 
students, building learning environments, as these are common across subjects (Hill & 
Grossman, 2013). 
Second, even if evaluators agreed on their judgement about teachers, their decision is not 
always valid. A reason for this is that evaluators sometimes are not trained well to conduct 
teacher evaluation or have little experience in evaluating teachers, as found by Albustami 
(2014). Accordingly, training is essential (Darling-Hommand et al., 2012b; Albustami, 
2014; Partee, 2012) in order for evaluators to be able to evaluate teachers effectively, and 
thus make the overall teacher evaluation system reliable (Albustami, 2014; Nolan and 
Hoover, 2008). Training courses for evaluators should include instruction on how to 
evaluate (Donaldson & Peske, 2010), provide beneficial feedback, provide on-going 
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support to teachers (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012b), and collect evidence and evaluation 
reporting (Partee, 2012), as well as skills for analysing effective teaching practice 
(Albustami, 2014). 
Third, the relationship between evaluators and teachers may affect teacher evaluation. 
Delvaux et al. (2013) found that if the relationship between evaluators and teachers is 
determined as too positive, the effect of teacher evaluation on professional development 
may be weaker, because teachers may feel less pressured to undertake actions. 
Furthermore, Zhang (2008) found that teachers who obtained low ratings on their 
performance seemed unwilling to improve their performance, as they saw the judgement 
negatively due to their belief that other teachers obtained a high rating because they had a 
positive personal relationship with the evaluator/s. Accordingly, an evaluator should 
control their personal relationship and feelings with teachers, in order to guarantee that the 
relationship does not affect the evaluators’ role, and thus the teacher evaluation.  
2.10 Previous studies on the teacher evaluation system in Kuwait 
In this section, previous studies on the teacher evaluation system in Kuwait are analysed. 
There are few studies about the Kuwaiti teacher evaluation system, according to the 
researcher’s knowledge and search. The previous studies will be reviewed in two sub-
sections starting with the previous system (no.461/1993) then moving on to the current 
teacher evaluation system which replaced it in 2006 (no.36/2006). While in the previous 
system, the teacher was evaluated by the head teacher and inspectors, in the current 
system, as explained before, the teacher is also evaluated by the head of department. In the 
current system, teachers are not informed about their evaluation reports (MOE, 2011; KTS, 
2010), while previously, teachers were informed about their evaluation report in the middle 
of the school year but the final report at the end of school was kept confidential (Alkhayat 
& Dhiab 1996; Alhamdan, 1998). The criteria of both systems, however, are somewhat 
similar (further details about these systems, see Appendix 1). 
2.10.1 Teacher evaluation 461/1993 
Two studies have evaluated this system. Alkhayat and Dhiab (1996) conducted research by 
using questionnaires and a sample of teachers, head teachers, and inspectors in primary, 
middle, and high school in different educational districts. The researchers found that the 
system promoted professional development. For example, it contributed to preparing 
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training courses for teachers’ needs, and showed the strengths and weaknesses of teachers’ 
performance. The system determined teacher performance according to the extent to which 
educational targets were achieved and the extent to which teachers were able to teach 
(Alkhayat and Dhiab, 1996). Also, the system achieved the purpose of teacher evaluation 
related to sanctions and rewards, such as teachers’ promotions or salary increase. The 
criteria used to evaluate the teachers were found to be appropriate, as participants had 
positive attitudes towards them.  
 
From a sample of 406 teachers, 50 head teachers, and 104 inspectors at the high school 
level in five educational districts (Asimah, Ahmadi, Jahra, Farwaniya, Hawalli) Alhamdan 
(1998) concluded that some of the criteria used to evaluate teacher performance in the 
previous system required clarification as evaluators and teachers interpreted them 
differently, and thus were difficult to measure. The researcher also found a mid-year report 
helped teachers to improve their performance in the second half of the term. However, 
giving teachers a score rating in the mid-year report caused problems between teachers and 
head teachers when a teacher obtained an unexpected score. Therefore, the researcher 
suggested that the mid-year report should only include strengths and weaknesses without a 
score.  
 
With regard to the final report of summative evaluation of individual performance, 
Alhamdan found that teachers’ opinions varied. Some supported keeping the reports 
confidential because they could cause problems among teachers and between teachers and 
evaluators (head teachers and inspectors). Others supported informing teachers about their 
strengths and weaknesses without including a score of their performance, except for 
teachers who were underperforming. 
 
The researcher provided four main recommendations. Firstly, he suggested the scoring be 
changed to include “very good” with “outstanding, good, weak”. Second, he recommended 
that the head of a department participate in teacher evaluation, as he or she views teacher 
practice and activities more than any other kind of evaluator. Third, teacher evaluation 
should focus on teaching activities more than non-teaching duties.  
	  39 
2.10.2 Teacher evaluation 36/2006 
Two studies were also found about the current system. A study by Sabti (2010) indicated 
some drawbacks of the system. First, there seems to be a lack of appropriate training and 
workshops to improve teachers’ performance. Such training, he claimed, should be based 
on the reports of the teacher evaluation, but this is rare. Second, teachers have no role in 
suggesting training courses and workshops. Third, evaluation depends solely on 
observation by head teachers, inspectors, and head of department. In this study, the 
researcher recommended that teachers should attend a training course or workshop every 
year or every two years and that evaluators should use a range of tools for teacher 
evaluation.  
 
The second study (Alsanafi, 2012) involved a sample of 110 social science teachers in the 
middle level school in two educational districts (Asimah and Mubarak Al-Kabeer). The 
research concluded that the system was largely successful in promoting professional 
development and determining teacher performance. However, teachers did not obtain 
monthly feedback from evaluators and the system is not appropriate for making decisions 
about sanctions and rewards.   
 
Other drawbacks in the current system are highlighted in this study: firstly, teacher 
evaluation was found to be too subjective; second, individual teacher evaluation reports 
were kept confidential, in other words, neither the mid-year report nor the end-of-year 
evaluation report were made available to the teachers. The researcher also found that while 
criteria overall are appropriate for social science teachers, but that some criteria needed 
more clarification in order to generate a consistent interpretation.  
 
Alsanafi (2012) concluded that teachers should be given a detailed mid-year report, and the 
final report of the evaluation should also be provided to teachers but without a grade (only 
comments about teacher’s performance) to avoid causing problems between teachers and 
head teachers. She also recommended that teachers should be more involved in teacher 
evaluation and work together with inspectors, head teachers, and heads of departments.  
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2.11 Summary  
This literature review has been based on the premise that an effective teacher evaluation 
system is one that determines teacher performance accurately, supports decisions in 
relation to sanctions and rewards, and promotes professional development. It has analysed 
the factors that contribute to teacher evaluation based on findings in previous studies. 
Several factors have been highlighted as of particular importance. First, a teacher 
evaluation system has to comprise both professional development and summative 
evaluations as each purpose serves different needs. Second, the criteria for evaluating 
teacher performance should be explicit in order to generate agreement of both evaluators 
and teachers of what constitutes effective teaching, to promote better understanding of 
effective teaching, and hence to inspire better performance. Third, external and internal 
evaluators should be involved in evaluating teachers, as each type offers benefits. Fourth, a 
teacher evaluation system should include multiple tools, as there is no perfectly right or 
completely wrong way and the use of various tools helps make a teacher evaluation system 
effective. Fifth, an effective system provides feedback (immediate feedback, the specific 
feedback, and type of feedback) and has qualified evaluators  (the background of 
evaluators, training courses for evaluators, and controlling personal relationships between 
evaluators and teachers).  
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology 
 
3.1 Introduction  
This chapter presents the design of the study. The study used a mixed method design, and 
therefore starts by discussing and explaining both qualitative and quantitative research. 
Thereafter, it describes the instruments of data collection that were used, namely, 
questionnaire, interview, focus group. Next, it justifies the subject population and sample 
that were chosen. Finally, it explains the data analysis and assesses the quality of the data. 
 
For Creswell (2012, p.3) research is “a process of steps used to collect and analyse 
information in order to increase our understanding of a topic or issue. At general level, 
research consists of three steps: pose a question, collect data to answer the question and 
present an answer to the question”. Some research consists of more than three steps but 
these steps are the core elements of any research (Creswell, 2012). Accordingly, research is 
one of several different ways to obtain understanding and knowing (Mertens, 2015). 
 
There are many reasons to conduct research in the field of education. Perhaps the broad 
reasons are to explore, to shape policy, and to improve practice. To explore means that 
researchers intend to include everything from finding answers to research question, to 
identifying particular problem or issues that should be the subject of further research. To 
shape policy refers to when researchers intend to collect information in order to make 
judgments about whether policy targets have been achieved or are at least going in the right 
direction. To improve practice is when researchers conduct research in order to provide 
suggestions for the reform of that which has already been done, so as to improve 
performance, institutions, education outcomes, personal effectiveness as teachers (Newby, 
2014). In this context, it can be stated that this research aims to shape policy by informing 
policy makers about how teacher evaluation is working and to present to them the 
perspectives of teachers, inspectors, and head teachers regarding the current teacher 
evaluation system and what they would like teacher evaluation to look like. Moreover, this 
research aims to improve practice by suggesting an alternative system for evaluating 
teachers in order to make better use of teacher evaluation in Kuwait.  
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In terms of research type, this research is descriptive. Best and Kahn (2006, p.118) define 
descriptive research as research which:  
 
…describes and interprets what is. It is concerned with conditions or 
relationships that exist, opinions that are held, processes that are going on, 
effects that are evident or trends that are developing. It is primarily concerned 
with the present, although it often considers past events and influences as they 
relate to current conditions 
 
Descriptive research was selected because this researcher wanted to describe and interpret 
what actually happens in Kuwait and discuss what should happen in teacher evaluation. As 
noted by Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007), descriptive research is used to describe, 
compare, determine differences, classify, analyse and interpret various events of inquiry by 
looking at individuals, groups, schools or institutions and materials. Descriptive research 
can be also used as a basis for suggesting answers to questions, e.g., how something should 
improve and what the best way is to do so, what the reactions of the participants are 
(Knupfer & McLellan, 1996). Moreover, this research also analyses the extent to which the 
proposed alternative system for teacher evaluation is appropriate and workable in the 
Kuwaiti context. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that this approach was selected as the best fit for answering 
research questions, as the MOE and CSC use the results of teacher evaluation to support 
their laws and regulations governing education (see Appendix 1). Therefore, it was difficult 
to conduct, for example, experiment study, and the time horizon would be at least four 
years for applying alternative systems. 
3.2 The nature of the research 
In order to properly answer the questions, this research used a combination of quantitative 
and qualitative methods for data gathering. According to Bryman (2006), a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative research is referred to as a mixed method design. In the 
following three sub-sections, qualitative and quantitative research are discussed, before 
light is shed on mixed methods design.  
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3.2.1 Qualitative research 
By adopting a qualitative research approach, researchers seek to acquire rich details of the 
topic being studied (Creswell, 2012; Johnson & Christensen, 2008). Perhaps the most 
important reason to acquire rich details is so that, as Newby (2014) argues, researchers are 
not limited by numerical considerations when seeking to create understanding and finding 
answers from any evidence that reflects motives, values and attitudes. This evidence is 
collected through what participants and researchers say, what they do, pictures, the writing 
they produce, and the objects they create which are then evaluated and interpreted (Newby, 
2014; Check & Schutt, 2012). Secondly, this approach makes it possible for researchers to 
ask broad questions; therefore, open-ended questions can be posed (Creswell, 2012; Mack, 
Woodsong, MacQueen, Guest, & Namey, 2005). Thirdly, researchers can benefit from the 
flexibility that is inherent to this approach, such as modifying the procedures during the 
research period, refining the focus to change or develop a deeper understanding of the 
context or discovering new aspects of the area under discussion (Johnson & Christensen, 
2008; Mack et al., 2005).   
By asking open-ended questions, remaining flexible and collecting a variety of evidence 
based on what the participants do or say, this researcher was able to demonstrate a variety 
of perspectives and reveal the participant’s knowledge and practice, as well as take into 
account his/her social background. All of this falls under the category of qualitative 
research, as noted by Flick (2009). Thereby, this researcher could create a better 
understanding of an individual’s experiences of a particular topic, as noted by Johnson and 
Christensen (2008).  
However, there are some weaknesses in qualitative research. First, the results might be 
unique to the people that are included in the study. Second, despite the lengthy amount of 
time that is often needed to complete the data analysis, it is very difficult to make 
quantitative predictions. Third, the results might be influenced by personal bias and 
idiosyncrasies. Fourth, the research might be accorded lower credibility by some program 
administrators and representatives (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). 
3.2.2 Quantitative research 
Descriptive quantitative research aims to discover the frequency and distribution of the 
topic that is under investigation (Flick, 2009). It can also analyse trends, discover or 
	  44 
explain a relationship, compare variables, or identify differences and similarities between 
groups (Mertens, 2015; Creswell, 2012). By adopting quantitative research, researchers can 
also use established methods in order to deal with, or discuss, numerical data (Gorard, 
2008; Johnson & Christensen, 2008; Newby, 2014). These methods are structured and can 
include questionnaires or structured observation (Mack et al., 2005).  
 
In adopting a quantitative research approach, the research has to be planned from start to 
finish so researchers cannot react to the participants’ responses. This is in contrast to the 
qualitative research approach in which researchers can determine how and in what order 
the questions are posed. However, through quantitative research, researchers can collect 
data from a large number of participants and analysis is less time-consuming (Johnson & 
Christensen, 2008). Consequently, in adopting quantitative research, this researcher was 
able to discover the frequency and distribution of the responses of a large number of 
teachers to gain their perspectives on the current teacher evaluation system and assess 
whether differences exist between teachers with regard to their gender, experiences, 
subjects taught and educational districts. 
 
In terms of the weaknesses associated with quantitative research, firstly, the categories 
used by researchers might not reflect the local constituencies’ understanding. Secondly, the 
knowledge produced might be too abstract and general when attempting to apply it directly 
to specific contexts, situations or individuals. Thirdly, researchers might miss certain 
phenomena because of the heavily weighted focus on theory or hypothesis testing as 
opposed to theory or hypothesis generation. Fourthly, the specific theories outlined by 
researchers may not necessarily reflect the understanding of local constituencies (Johnson 
& Christensen, 2008). 
3.2.3 Mixed method designs 
Mixed method can be defined as the combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
research to use in a single study to answer the research questions. This can reflect a 
combination of different elements pertaining to data collection, analysis, integration of the 
results, and deduction techniques (Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, 
& Turner 2007).  
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There are different purposes for using a mixed method design. Greene, Caracelli, and 
Graham (1989, p.259) suggest that these purposes can be divided into five categories: 
triangulation, complementarity, development, initiation and expansion (see Table 3.1). 
Table 3.1: Purposes for mixed method evaluation designs  
• Greene et al. (1989, p.259). 
The main purpose of using mixed method in the current study is expansion, wherein this 
researcher extended the range of inquiry by using different methods for data collection and 
data analysis. A questionnaire was used for the collection of data about teachers’ 
perspectives on the current teacher evaluation system. Interviews with head teachers and 
inspectors were conducted to collect data about the current teacher evaluation system and 
to test an alternative system; furthermore, a focus group composed of teachers was used to 
gather data on a potential alternative system.  
Purpose Rationale 
Triangulation Seeks convergence, corroboration, 
correspondence of results from the 
different methods. 
To increase the validity of constructs 
and inquiry results by counteracting or 
maximising the heterogeneity of 
irrelevant sources of variance 
attributable especially to inherent 
method bias but also to inquirer bias, 
bias of substantive theory, biases of 
inquiry of context. 
Complementarity Seeks elaboration, enhancement, 
illustration, clarification of results 
from one with the results from the 
other method. 
To increase the interpretability, 
meaningfulness, and validity of 
constructs and inquiry results by both 
capitalising on inherent method 
strengths and counteracting inherent 
biases in methods and other sources. 
Development Seeks to use the results from one 
method to help develop or inform 
the other method, where 
development is broadly construed 
to include sampling and 
implementation, as well as 
measurement decisions. 
To increase the validity of constructs 
and inquiry results by capitalising on 
inherent method strengths. 
Initiation Seeks the discovery of paradox 
and contradiction, new 
perspectives of frameworks, the 
recasting of questions or results 
from the other method. 
To increase the breadth and depth of 
inquiry results and interpretations by 
analysing them from the different 
perspectives of different methods and 
paradigms. 
Expansion Seeks to extend the breadth and 
range of inquiry by using different 
methods for different inquiry 
components. 
To increase the scope of inquiry by 
selecting the methods most appropriate 
for multiple inquiry components. 
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A secondary aim of using mixed method in the current study is development. This 
researcher used the results taken from the questionnaires and interviews that reflected the 
participants’ perspectives on the current teacher evaluation system in order to inform and 
help draft some of the points that were used when proposing an alternative system (see 
Chapter Six, Section 6.4).  
 
Moreover, it is apparent from the evaluation of quantitative and qualitative research 
presented above that there is no right or wrong way to approach data collection; the 
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods might help to achieve better results. 
As Biesta (2012), by using mixed methods, this researcher tried to design a study that 
benefited from the strengths of both the two approaches. This researcher hoped that the 
weaknesses of one approach would be supported or counterbalanced by the strengths of the 
other.  
 
This research took place in three stages, with each stage including several different 
methods of data gathering: 
 
In the first stage, this researcher collected data perspectives to answer RQs 1, 2, 3 and 4 by 
giving a questionnaire to teachers and interviewing inspectors and head teachers. 
 
In the second stage, this researcher proposed an alternative system to head teachers and 
inspectors in order to ascertain their views (RQ5). The system was introduced through 
written materials that were read by the participants beforehand and by data gathering 
carried out during the interviews. 
 
In the third stage, this researcher proposed the alternative system to the teachers in order to 
elicit their views (RQ5). Teachers were introduced to the system through written materials, 
which were also described in the focus group interviews, and this served as a prompt for 
the data gathering. 
3.3 Data gathering instruments 
As mentioned in the previous section, methods used were questionnaires in combination 
with individual and focus group interviews. 
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3.3.1 Questionnaire 
Brown (2001, p.6) define questionnaires as “any written instruments that present 
respondents with a series of questions and statements to which they are to react either by 
writing out their answers or selecting from among existing answers”. Although 
questionnaires are basically used to collect information, they can have a variety of 
purposes. Tymms (2012) lists four purposes: exploratory work, describing a population, 
outcomes or controls in studies, and feedback. These are described below. 
 
• Exploratory work: when researchers intend to investigate a phenomena but are 
unsure of the best way to proceed, questions can be asked of individuals taken from 
the target populations or colleagues can be consulted and literature read to shape 
what exactly is observed. Afterwards, the researcher may distribute questionnaires 
to collect data from a small sample to help to define a problem to follow up by 
more in depth methods.  
• Describing a population: when researchers would like to identify a general pattern 
across a population through administering questionnaires to a representative sample 
of the population.  
• Outcomes or controls in studies: when researchers intend to conduct a questionnaire 
as part of an intervention study or quasi-experiment, which needs its results to be 
measured and compared. In such a case, questionnaires are used in order to assess 
somebody’s understanding and knowledge in a manner that is similar to the purpose 
of testing but with less pressure and more diversity. 
• Feedback: in this case, the questionnaires are used in in-service, courses, or during 
training in order to obtain information on the attendees’ experiences. Here, the 
purpose could be formative in order to improve for the next time, or the results 
could be used for summatively. 
 
In this research, a questionnaire was used to collect teachers’ perspectives on the current 
teacher evaluation system and their views on what should dominate teacher evaluation. 
Therefore, the questionnaire was designed to obtain feedback and describe a population, as 
outlined by Tymms (2012) above.  
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There are some inherent advantages to using a questionnaire that compelled this researcher 
to use one in this study. Questionnaires are used in order to obtain a large volume of data; 
they can consist of several questions and be administered to a large sample (Mertens, 
2015). Where a large sample can be gathered, questionnaires can be conducted quickly and 
easily (Burton & Bartlett, 2009) and at a low cost (Mertens, 2015). Moreover, 
questionnaire respondents might feel more comfortable when giving their responses due to 
the anonymity of the questionnaire and lack of face to face contact with the researcher 
(Cohen et al., 2007). Finally, the data collected from questionnaires are suitable for, and 
easy to use in, analysis and in comparison with other results (Burton & Bartlett, 2009). 
  
However, one drawback with regard to questionnaires is that some participants may not 
complete them in their entirety or may not return them at all (Cohen et al., 2007). To avoid 
that, this researcher excluded sensitive questions from the questionnaire and ensured that it 
was not too long. This researcher also administered the questionnaire through the MOE. As 
pointed out by Edwards et al. (2002), questionnaires that are administered through 
organisations such as universities can positively affect the number of returned 
questionnaires since participants are more likely to return them to public bodies than they 
are to other sources, such as commercial organisations. Another issue is that some 
participants might not give serious attention to answering the questions or they may 
misunderstand some of the words in a questionnaire (Mertens, 2015). This researcher 
attempted to avoid some of these problems by providing explanations for any terminology 
that could be misconstrued.  
3.3.1.1 Construction of the questionnaire 
Questionnaires can consist of different types of questions, either open-ended or closed 
(Cohen et al., 2007; Tymms, 2012; Check & Schutt, 2012; Newby, 2014). Open-ended 
questions are not limited to a set list of choices and the participants write their responses in 
their own words (Check & Schutt, 2012). Closed questions are restricted to a list of 
responses from which the participant can choose. These are mainly Likert-type responses. 
A Likert-type question “involves presenting answers on a scale where the number of 
possible responses can vary from three up to seven or more” (Tymms, 2012, p.233).   
The questionnaire in this study was designed with closed questions, as they are useful for 
generating frequencies of response, enabling comparison between groups, and aiding 
participants to be direct and to the point (Cohen et al., 2007). 
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Before constructing the questionnaire, this researcher reviewed the relevant literature 
pertaining to teacher evaluation; however, the actual questionnaire was unique to the 
current study. The questionnaire was designed as follows: a cover sheet, some background 
questions and four sections with Likert-type questions. The cover sheet included the title 
and purpose of the study as well as the details of this researcher (name, contact, and name 
of programme), as recommended by Cohen et al. (2007). Then, background questions were 
asked about the participant’s gender, experience, educational districts and subjects taught, 
following Newby’s suggestion (2014) that these questions are better at the beginning of a 
questionnaire. These background questions were necessary to identify differences between 
male and female, their experiences in teaching, and the subjects taught with regard to 
teacher evaluation. The background question about educational district was meant to 
determine if the size of a district and the number of schools and teacher in that district 
make any difference in teacher evaluation. 
 
The four sections using Likert-type questions consisted of the following (a complete 
version of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix 2 for English, and Appendix 3 for 
Arabic): 
• Section one asked teacher participants to determine the actual purposes of the 
current system and compare this to their desired purposes. In this section, three 
purposes of teacher evaluation were given, and each purpose was rated according to 
“frequency” and “importance” (see Table 3.2). The questions were analysed 
individually and not in an aggregated scale. 
          Table 3.2: An example of a two-sided question in the questionnaire 
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• Section two had six items asking teachers about the tools of teacher evaluation. 
This section intended to identify tools that are used in the current system and to 
compare this to the tools that should be used. This section also had two sets of 
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questions for each tool, asking (A) to what degree the tools are used, and (B) to 
what degree the tools should be used. Again, each item was analysed separately not 
in an aggregated scale. 
• Section three listed three sets of items about each evaluator (inspector, head 
teacher, head of department). This section intended to measure the involvement of 
the evaluators in the current system. Each set had questions asking teachers to 
assess (A) the role of the evaluators and (B) rate the value of their role. These 
questions were designed to create an aggregated scale to cover the range of 
teachers’ views about the role of evaluators in providing written feedback, engaging 
in discussion before and after teaching observations, and rating the value of 
evaluators’ role. 
• Section four had 14 items that this researcher intended to use to make an aggregated 
scale to measure the extent to which the current teacher evaluation system supports 
teachers. These scales included the follow items:  
A) Six items to measure the extent to which the current system supports teaching 
development. For example, the following items are measured: the support of the 
system regarding better use of pedagogies, clearer understanding of lesson 
planning, and clearer understanding of what constitutes effective teaching. 
B) Six items to measure the extent to which the current system supports learning 
improvement. For example, teachers’ abilities to provide students with effective 
feedback, dealing with individual differences between students, and dealing with 
students' disciplinary and behavioural problems. 
C) Two items to measure the extent to which the current system supports the 
awarding of promotions, and rewards (e.g., annual bonuses or salary increases, 
promotions, etc.). 
3.3.1.2 Translation of the questionnaire 
The official and native language in the Kuwaiti context is Arabic, but the questionnaire 
was designed in English. Hence, the questionnaire had to be translated for the participants 
into their mother tongue. The questionnaire was first translated by this researcher, and it 
was checked, English to Arabic, and Arabic to English, by two assistant professors at 
Kuwait University and in the School of Basic Education (Public Authority for Applied 
Education and Training, PAAET) in Kuwait who specialise in translation between English 
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and Arabic. Afterwards, this researcher asked an English teacher with 20 years’ experience 
in Kuwait to check it over as well. 
3.3.1.3 Piloting the questionnaire 
Piloting means trialling the questionnaire in order to increase its reliability and validity 
(Cohen et al., 2007) through making changes based on feedback obtain from individuals 
who complete and evaluate the questionnaire (Creswell, 2012). According to Newby 
(2014), the pilot study should start with the first draft of the questionnaire, which should be 
given to some experts in questionnaire design in order to revise and modify it. Then, 
researchers should ask some participants to complete the questionnaire in order to obtain 
their feedback. These participants’ answers are not be used in the study, so researchers 
should find people with similar characteristics to the population but who will not be part of 
the study.  
 
This researcher conducted a pilot study as part of the present study for several reasons: to 
check the clarity of the questionnaire and its items; to reduce difficult and ambiguous 
words in the items or decide whether to add explanations; to obtain feedback from a 
sample on the questions and the format, such as rating scales, multiple choice, and so on; to 
check the time needed to complete the questionnaire; to establish whether the questionnaire 
is too long, too short, or too difficult; and finally to discover commonly misunderstood or 
incomplete answers across the pilot participants’ responses (Cohen et al., 2007).  
 
PhD supervisors at Durham University were first used as the experts to review all the items 
in the questionnaire and to look over the first draft. The draft items were changed following 
their suggestions to add or delete some items, and to change some of the scales used to 
answer the questions. The questionnaire also changed from initially asking respondents to 
circle numbers to tick boxes instead, due to advice given by supervisors that circling 
numbers may create an impression of a performance evaluation.  
 
Next, a focus group was conducted with five female teachers from one school in the 
Ahmadi educational district in Kuwait, in order to discuss with teachers some problems 
and some particular points about the teacher evaluation system. With the focus group, this 
researcher intended to find out if there were any particular points that were not addressed in 
the first draft of the questionnaire that should have been taken into account. As a result, this 
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researcher confirmed that the purposes, the tools, the support of teacher evaluation system, 
the involvement of evaluators, etc., were all covered in the questionnaire.  
 
The questionnaire was then prepared as a final draft and piloted with a small sample of 16 
teachers from different subjects with experience ranging from 2 to 20 years. They were 
asked to complete the questionnaire and make notes regarding its clarity, simplicity and the 
time needed for its completion. This researcher found that the time taken to answer the 
questionnaire was between 13 and 18 minutes, which was regarded as acceptable. 
Moreover, it was found that, with the exception of items 4 and 6 in section two, the items 
were not ambiguous. The sample suggested that the terms ‘formative purpose’ and 
‘portfolio’ be explained by providing some examples.  
3.3.2 Interview 
An interview is an instrument in which researcher and participant are involved in a 
conversation that is concentrated on questions related to the study. The aim of conducting 
an interview is to collect thoughts, perspectives, beliefs, feelings, opinions, or participants’ 
experiences (deMarrais, 2004; Mears, 2012; Silverman, 2010). Accordingly, the interview 
is a flexible instrument for collecting data; researchers can address the participants’ 
experiences, and perspectives on particular issues in order to obtain information. Through 
this flexibility, this researcher used the interview in order to motivate and encourage 
participants to provide information pertinent to the research questions, as pointed by Mack 
et al. (2005) 
 
There are different types of interviews: structured, unstructured and semi-structured. This 
research used semi-structured interviews because the use of structured interviews with a 
pre-prepared list of questions allows researchers little freedom to consider anything that 
has not been anticipated (Cohen et al., 2007). By contrast, unstructured interviews create a 
more open situation and lead to more freedom for the participants, but researchers might 
face difficulties in collating the data because there will be more variation between 
interviews (Burton & Bartlett, 2009). Therefore, semi-structured interviews were used in 
this study to avoid the pitfalls of the other two types of interview. Thomas (2011) 
confirmed that semi-structured interviews provide the benefits of both unstructured and 
structured interviews for researchers as part of the process of collecting data. Typically, in 
a semi-structured interview, researchers will have a pre-prepared list of questions or topic 
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areas to be covered, but within this, the interviewee will be given substantial latitude to 
expand on their answers should they wish to do so. Questions that are not listed may be 
also asked based on the interviewee’s responses (Bryman, 2012). 
Through the semi-structured interviews that were conducted with this study’s participants, 
this researcher intended:  
• To investigate in detail the experiences, perspectives, and beliefs of the participants 
regarding the Kuwaiti teacher evaluation system; 
• To gain their views on the alternative system proposed. 
3.3.3 Focus group interviews 
Patton (2002, p.385) defines a focus group interview as “an interview with a small group of 
people on a specific topic”. A focus group is used to produce data and generate outcomes 
for research, by observing a group’s interactions (Flick, 2009; Cohen et al., 2007). 
There are several benefits to the use of focus groups that inspired this researcher to include 
them in this study. First, as described by Cohen et al. (2007), a focus group assists 
researchers in obtaining a large amount of data in a short period of time when compared to 
one-to-one interviews which would demand a great deal of time. Second, researchers can 
collect a large amount of data at a low cost by using a focus group. Third, a focus group 
assists researchers in gathering data that are related to attitudes, values and opinions 
because the participants interact more with each other than they do with the interviewer. 
Therefore, the increased interaction encourages more views, and thus richer data to emerge 
instead of researchers’ own agenda. Fourth, it encourages participants to speak and to use 
their own words to describe, explain and introduce ideas by ensuring that all participants 
have opportunities to speak up and feel comfortable discussing the topic. Finally, focus 
groups generate diversity and difference, as noted by Flick (2009). 
Consequently, a focus group was used to present the alternative teacher evaluation system 
to participants in order to discuss and gain their views. This was used as a means of 
answering the research question related to the improved usage of teacher evaluation in 
Kuwait. 
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3.4 The population and sample  
As noted by Cohen et al. (2007), the quality of a piece of research can be improved through 
the appropriate choice of methodology and instruments, as well as by the sampling strategy 
that it adopts. Therefore, researchers should be aware of sampling, and make decisions 
about the sample at an early stage in the research plan. Before discussing the sample used 
for this research, the term ‘population’ should be explained. A population is a group of 
elements or cases, events, and people that conform to particular criteria or characteristics 
that researchers intend to study (McMillan, 1996; Mertens, 2015).   
 
The target population for this study was teachers, head teachers in public primary schools 
and inspectors in the Kuwaiti MOE. According to Kuwait Central Statistical Bureau 
(KCBS) (2013/2014) there are 259 primary, 206 middle and 139 public high schools in 
Kuwait. The number of head teachers is similar to the total number of schools, as each 
school has one head teacher. These schools are divided amongst six educational districts 
(see Table 3.3). 
Table 3.3: The number of schools in the educational districts 
Educational 
Districts 
Asimah Hawalli Ahmadi Jahra Farwaniya Mubarak 
AlKabeer 
Total 
Primary 
schools 
45 36 54 44 48 32 259 
Middle 
schools 
34 31 47 36 35 23 206 
High schools 27 21 30 19 27 15 139 
 
There are 126 primary schools for girls that have to be taught by female teachers and 133 
primary schools for boys that are taught by either female or male teachers. There are 1366 
male teachers and 21,376 female teachers teaching in these public primary schools across 
Kuwait. There are fewer male teachers than female teachers in primary education because 
the MOE has a policy that primary schools for boys should be taught by female teachers in 
the majority of schools, while only some schools for boys employ male teachers. 
Therefore, there are a few all-boys’ schools that are taught only by male teachers in the 
state of Kuwait (see Table 3.4). Table 3.5 shows the number of students, classrooms, and 
teachers in primary schools in each educational district.  
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Table 3.4: The number of primary schools for boys that are taught by male and female 
teachers 
Educational 
Districts 
Asimah Hawalli Ahmadi Jahra Farwaniya Mubarak 
AlKabeer 
Total 
Male 3 3 6 3 2 0 18 
Female 20 16 22 19 23 16 115 
 
Table 3.5: The number of students, classes, and teachers in the educational districts 
Educational 
Districts 
Asimah Hawalli Ahmadi Jahra Farwaniya Mubarak 
AlKabeer 
Total 
Classrooms 811 855 1,356 1,119 1,161 639 5,941 
Students 17,516 21,158 35,129 26,592 28,999 14,379 143,773 
Teachers 3,229 3,249 5,162 3,964 4,475 2,663 22,742 
 
With regard to inspectors, they work in the Departments of Inspection in the MOE. Every 
subject that is taught in Kuwait has a main department of inspection. The main departments 
are divided into six sub-departments for each of the six districts. For example, the Arabic 
inspection department is divided into sub-departments in the Ahmadi, Hawalli, Asimah, 
Jahra, Farwaniya, and Mubarak AlKabeer districts. Each sub-department has inspectors 
who are responsible for all types of schools in their district. This researcher was unable to 
obtain precise numbers of the inspectors in each sub-department or all the inspectors in the 
MOE, but estimates there are between 12 and 20 inspectors in each sub-department, 
depending on the subject taught. 
3.4.1 The sample from the population   
The sample is defined as the group of elements, events, or people chosen by researchers in 
order to collect data for the study (McMillan, 1996). The reason for sampling is to prevent 
researchers from having to collect data from the entire population (Cohen et al., 2007). 
 
There are two main sampling strategies: probability and non-probability sampling. A 
probability sample is a randomly generated sample from the population. On the other hand, 
a non-probability sample is a selective sample (Cohen, et al., 2007; McMillan, 1996; 
Check & Schutt, 2012). This research was based on a random ‘probability’ sample where 
this researcher wishes to make generalisations from the results, since Cohen et al. (2007) 
indicated that probability sampling is helpful as it seeks to be representative of the 
population. 
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There are also different types of probability sampling. This researcher decided to choose 
cluster sampling. Cluster sampling means that researchers choose to conduct research with 
a naturally-occurring group of individuals randomly selected from a large population. For 
example, researchers choose the sample based on cities, schools, universities, and 
classrooms (McMillan, 1996; Mertens, 2015). Using this technique, as pointed out by 
Mertens (2015), researchers should choose the city randomly then test or investigate all the 
schools in this city or take a sample of the schools in the city in order to save time and 
expense.  
 
All educational districts come under the responsibility of the MOE and the regulations for 
education in Kuwait (see Appendix 1); this researcher first chose three districts randomly 
from among the six districts: Asimah, Ahmadi and Farwaniya districts. These districts were 
chosen through an MOE’s “Educational Research Department” application form which 
consisted of a list that included all names in each educational district in Kuwait; this 
researcher ticked three boxes of the six.  
 
Then, three schools from each of the three districts were chosen randomly as a sample. The 
three schools were divided into two groups: the first group was composed of the two 
schools that were taught by female teachers and the other group was composed of one 
school that was taught by male teachers.  This researcher went to the primary educational 
observer office in each district selected and asked for two lists of schools (one for schools 
taught by female teachers and two for male teachers). This researcher moved the pen 
between the figures in the list of schools without seeing the names of the schools, and then 
suddenly stopped to randomly select the school. 
3.4.1.1 The sample for the questionnaire 
The participants who contributed via questionnaire were all teachers. Only teachers who 
teach compulsory subjects were included in this research. The term ‘compulsory subjects’ 
refers to academic subjects that are taught in the national curriculum and examined during 
the school year. These are: Arabic, English, Science, Mathematics, Islamic Studies, Social 
Studies, and Computer Studies. Teachers for non-academic subjects, such as Music, Sport 
and Art were excluded due to the fact that these subjects are not examined and there is no 
specific curriculum regulating them.  
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The sample included nine schools within three districts. Each school received a 
questionnaire to be given to its teachers. The total number of teachers included in this 
research was 697. This researcher obtained responses from 599 teachers after discounting 
the incomplete questionnaires. Details regarding the responses from the teachers are found 
in Table 3.6. 
 Table 3.6: The number of teachers who participated in this research 
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Ahmadi 
 
1st F/T 
SCHOOL 
68 4 1 64 3 
192 2
ND F/T 
SCHOOL 
61 5 0 60 1 
M/T 
SCHOOL 
63 9 4 51 8 
Asimah 
 
 
1st F/T 
SCHOOL 
70 5 1 64 5 
171 2
ND F/T 
SCHOOL 
40 4 0 39 1 
M/T 
SCHOOL 
61 7 10 44 7 
Farwaniya 
 
 
1st F/T 
SCHOOL 
63 4 1 61 1 
236 2
ND F/T 
SCHOOL 
87 6 0 86 1 
M/T 
SCHOOL 
86 7 14 67 5 
Total:  M/T: 210 
F/T:  389 
51 
 
31 
 
537 
 
31 
 
599 
    * Note: F/T = Female teachers   M/T = Male teachers 
 
As mentioned above, the sample included all compulsory subjects in primary schools. 
Table 3.7 shows the number of teachers in each subject. It is possible to note that fewer 
Social Studies and Computer Science teachers participated in this research. This is because 
the number of teachers in primary schools for these two subjects is not equal to the number 
of teachers in other subjects because those two subjects have fewer sessions when 
compared to others. 
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Table 3.7: The number of teachers who participated, according to subject 
Subject The number of teachers 
Arabic 132 
English 93 
Maths 98 
Science 80 
Islamic Studies 111 
Social Studies 59 
Computer Science 26 
Total 599 
 
Table 3.8 shows that 47.6% of teachers who participated in this research had less than 10 
years’ experience and 43.4% had between 10 and 20 years’ experience. Only 9% of 
teachers had more than 20 years experience.  
 
Table 3.8: The number of teachers, based on experience 
Experience Frequency Percentages 
Less than 10 years 285 47.6 
Between 10 and 20 260 43.4 
More than 20 54 9.0 
Total 599 100% 
 
3.4.1.2 The interview sample 
The interview sample included nine head teachers, chosen from the same nine schools as 
the teachers. Inspectors were also chosen from the same three districts and from 
compulsory subjects. Once this researcher sent invitations to the inspection sub-
departments in the three districts, the head inspectors nominated one inspector to 
participate, or one inspector volunteered to participate, in this research. However, some 
inspection sub-sections did not participate in this research. This researcher attempted to 
include inspectors from all compulsory subjects. There were 12 inspectors and two of them 
are the heads of inspectors in the sub-sections of the districts, as shown in Table 3.9. 
 
This researcher chose to interview the individuals identified above because they play a 
significant role in the evaluation system in actively applying the criteria and enforcing the 
evaluation policies. An interview also allowed this researcher to obtain more in-depth data 
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than was obtainable from the questionnaire, due to the fact that open-ended questions could 
be used and adapted as necessary. Moreover, the numbers involved are such that this 
researcher could easily interview a group of this size. 
Table 3.9: The number of inspectors who participated in this research 
Inspector’s subject The number of inspectors 
Arabic 2 
English 2 
Maths 2 
Science  2 
Islamic Studies    2 * 
Social Studies 1 
Computer Science    1 * 
Total 12 
*Including one district head of inspectors 
3.4.1.3 The sample for focus groups 
The sample was chosen from among the same schools that responded to the questionnaire. 
From the nine schools, five teachers were chosen for the focus groups. There were two 
ways to choose the teachers. First, upon completion of the questionnaire, the teachers had 
the opportunity to write their name down or their email or send an email to or text message 
this researcher if they wanted to participate in the focus groups. Second, if this researcher 
did not recruit enough participants through the questionnaire in one school, then this 
researcher asked the administrative staff or head teachers to nominate teachers from 
different compulsory subjects to participate in the focus groups. Then, this researcher 
selected different teachers for each group, depending on their experience, subjects and 
occupation. For example, this researcher selected two teachers with between 10 and 20 
years’ teaching experience and two with less than 10 years of teaching experience, taken 
from a range of different subjects. 
3.5 Data collection procedures  
This section explains the procedures used to collect the data through the questionnaire, 
interview, and focus groups.  
3.5.1 Questionnaires 
Questionnaires can be administered in several ways, for example, by post, by phone, via 
the Internet (Cohen et al., 2007; Tymms, 2012; Check & Schutt, 2012). Questionnaires can 
also be administered by handing them out to participants and collecting them later (Newby, 
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2014). This researcher organised the administration of the questionnaires by visiting 
schools and asking the head teachers or their deputies/assistants to hand out questionnaires 
to the teachers. This researcher gave the participants approximately five days to complete 
the questionnaires and then collected them from the school. 
3.5.2 Interviews 
This researcher conducted two sets of interviews on two different days. The first set 
focused on the current Kuwaiti system and the second focused on the alternative system 
proposed. This researcher gave the participants the freedom to choose a date and time that 
was convenient for them. By doing so, this researcher avoided the challenges of time and 
place that have been noted by various authors (Mears, 2012; Askar, Jamea, Alfarra, & 
Hawana, 2009). Moreover, this researcher avoided asking sensitive questions in order to 
avoid the risk of eliciting non-responses from participants. In addition, this researcher tried 
to motivate them to answer the questions more in-depth by asking for details, or through 
verbal and non-verbal interactions, and by avoiding leading questions. 
First of all, participants were asked to sign the consent form and read the information sheet 
before the interview commenced. Through the consent form, participants were made to 
understand that the interviews would be recorded only if they agreed. Most head teachers 
agreed to recording their interviews; however, all the inspectors (except one) refused to 
have their interviews recorded. For the interviews involving the participants who refused to 
be recorded, this researcher took notes. Both interviews were conducted in Arabic language 
as the official and native language in the Kuwaiti context is Arabic. 
The first interview started with an explanation of the research aims, the importance of the 
research, and some questions about the participant’s experience, subjects taught, and so on. 
It then concentrated on their perspectives on the current system. The length of the first 
interview was between 35 and 60 minutes. After concluding the discussion on the Kuwaiti 
system, this researcher provided a booklet with information to the participants, which 
described the alternative system, and asked them to read it before the second interview (the 
alternative system booklet in Appendix 20 [Arabic] and Chapter Six, Section 6.3 
[English]). 
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In the second interview, this researcher started with some explanations for the participants 
to describe the alternative system and its procedures. Then, this researcher listened to the 
participants’ opinions of the alternative system, asked some questions, discussed their 
points of view, and presented the other views; for example, if the participant agreed with 
some part of the alternative system then this researcher presented the opposite view in 
order to let the participant defend his/her view. The length of the second interview was 
between 25 and 60 minutes. 
3.5.3 Focus group 
It was difficult to carry out the focus groups on two different days due to the teachers’ 
heavy workloads. Therefore, this researcher conducted the focus groups in two, two-hour 
periods on the same day – one in the early morning and one in the early afternoon. In the 
first part, the aim was to build a relationship between this researcher and the teachers and 
to present and explain the alternative system by providing a booklet with information. 
Teachers also had time to read the alternative system booklet to prepare any points that 
were not explicit or any questions before the second part of focus group. In the second part, 
we discussed the issues related to this system and how it applies to the Kuwaiti situation. 
Focus groups were conducted in Arabic language as the official and native language of 
Kuwait.   
All participants were also given an information sheet and a consent form to sign. The 
consent form included approval to record the focus group. In this research, only three focus 
groups were recorded as some or all of the participants in the other focus groups did not 
allow recording. In six of the focus groups, this researcher took notes instead.  
In order to give everyone the opportunity to voice their opinions and obtain the most data 
from the focus groups, this researcher facilitated the discussion. The focus group was 
conducted in a private room to make the participants feel comfortable and confident, in 
order to ensure that they felt free to express their views. As noted by Cohen et al. (2007), 
researchers should ensure that the participants feel comfortable. 
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3.6 Data analysis in this study  
For the current study, this researcher used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) version 20 to analyse the quantitative data gathered from the questionnaire. 
The questionnaire was analysed by presenting the data for each item separately in section 
one to contrast the actual purposes of the current system and the desired purposes of 
teacher evaluation. Then, section two was analysed by presenting the data for each item 
separately in order to show how the tools of teacher evaluation are used within the current 
system and to show how participants thought the tools should be used.  
Other items in sections three and four of the questionnaire are divided into aggregated 
scales that analyse the teachers’ views about the involvement of evaluators, the extent to 
which the current teacher evaluation system supports teachers. Factor analysis was used to 
confirm the validity of the questionnaire scales. 
Descriptive statistics were used to present categorical and ordinal scales, to describe the 
distribution of the data and to display summary statistics. Furthermore, t-tests and ANOVA 
were used as statistical tests for separate items and scales in order to analyse the differences 
between gender, educational districts, and groups with different experiences and subjects.  
In terms of qualitative data, this researcher started by identifying the main themes to come 
out of the interviews and focus groups, for example, head teachers’ views about the actual 
purposes of teacher evaluation in the current system. This researcher read the interview 
transcripts several times and wrote down any impressions from the data that may be 
relevant to the main theme, e.g. the actual purposes of the teacher evaluation system. After 
that, this researcher extracted some sub-themes based on the impressions that were given 
under each main theme. Finally, the responses from the participants were presented as a 
thematic analysis divided according to main themes and sub-themes.  
3.7 Validity  
Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2012, p.148) define validity as  “the appropriateness, 
correctness, meaningfulness and usefulness of the specific inferences researchers make 
based on the data they collect”. There are many different types of validity, for example, 
content, construct, and face (Cohen et al., 2007; Thorndike & Thorndike-Christ, 2010; 
Burns, 2000; Mertens, 2015). This study adopted content validly of the questionnaire to 
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check such as fairly, and cover elements of the main issue that is under investigation, as 
explained by Cohen et al. (2007). 
To achieve this, the questionnaire was discussed with supervision team at Durham 
University, and with nine academic staff in the School of Education at Kuwait University 
and the School of Basic Education (PAAET) in Kuwait as well. Two academic staff at 
Kuwait University had conducted studies on the teacher evaluation system in Kuwait. This 
researcher provided them with the aims of the study, the research questions and a copy of 
the questionnaire. They were asked if the questions were well presented and clear, if the 
questions addressed the research aims and were likely to provide answers to the research 
questions; their comments and feedback were requested in order to make improvements 
and this researcher gratefully accepted their advice and considered their suggestions. 
3.8 Factor analysis  
This researcher intended to create three scales to measure the teachers’ perspectives on the 
current system according to the system’s support for teaching development, learning 
improvement, and promotions and rewards (see 3.3.1.1) when designing the questionnaire. 
However, the point of using factor analysis was to confirm/regroup variables and 
constructs that involve either a few or hundreds of variables, such as the items used in the 
questionnaire, as emphasised by Yong and Pearce (2013). 
 
This researcher conducted factor analysis on section four of the questionnaire that 
consisted of 14 items.  According to Coakes and Steed (2009) the correlation matrix should 
exceed .3, the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value should be above .6, and Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity is significant.  This researcher found the correlation matrix revealed the 
presence of many coefficients of.30, the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .95, and the 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant with p= .0001. Therefore, factorability of the 
correlation matrix was assumed.  
 
Principal components analysis revealed the presence of two components with eigenvalues 
exceeding 1, explaining 66.40% and 10.90% of the variance, respectively. The two factors 
solution explained a total of 77.31% of the variance, with Component 1 contributing to 
63.47% and Component 2 contributing to 13.84% of the variance.  
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It is important to note that in Table 3.10, a score of less than .30 has been suppressed in 
order to make the table easy to interpret and read. The first factor consisted of 12 items in 
the results. The second factor consisted of two items in the results. A factor with two items 
is possible since “scales with more than one factor may be identified with as little as two 
items per factor, although these should be seen as the exception” (Raubenheimer, 2004, 
p.60). Furthermore, if the two items are highly correlated with each other (>.70) and 
uncollected with other items, the factor may be considered as reliable (Tabachinck & 
Fidell, 2013).  
 
Table 3.10: Factor analysis of scales for the extent to which the current system supports 
teachers 
Items Component  1 
Component  
2 
1. It has improved the deep understanding of content that you teach .826  
2. It has assisted you with better use of pedagogies .887  
3. It has given you a much clearer understanding of lesson planning .905  
4. It has given you a much clearer understanding of what constitutes effective 
teaching 
.887  
5. It has revealed the weaknesses of your performance .850  
6. It has played a significant role in determining the strengths of your performance .878  
7. It has affected your organisation of activities in the classroom .847  
8. It has affected your dealing with students' discipline and behaviour problems .853  
9. It has affected your ability to motivate students in terms of their learning .847  
10. It has affected your ability to deal with individual differences between students .832  
11. It has affected your continuous assessment of students’ learning .838  
12. It has affected your providing students with effective feedback .846  
14. It has affected your rewards in terms of an annual bonus or salary increase  .904 
15. It has impacted you in terms of your promotions  .919 
 
Figure 3.1 shows that the component plot in rotated space gives one a visual representation 
of the loading plots in two-dimensional space. The plot shows how closely related the 
items are to each other and to the two components. This plot of the component loadings 
shows that items in factor one all load highly and positively on the first component. Items 
in factor two have loading near zero on the first component, but load highly on the second. 
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Figure 3.1: Component plot in rotated space for two factors 
 
 
Consequently, this researcher amended the scales in section four of the questionnaire to 
include two scales. The factors are named the extent to which the current system supports 
the development of performance ‘12 items’ and supports the awarding of promotions and 
rewards ‘2 items’. 
3.9 Quality of scales and items 
In this section, Cronbach’s alpha was used to shed light on the results of reliability for 
scales (in sections three and four in the questionnaire) regarding their internal consistency, 
as suggested by Cohen et al. (2007) and Oluwatayo (2012). Analysis was also carried out 
to look at ceiling and flooring effects for scales  (in sections three and four of the 
questionnaire) and items (in sections one and two of the questionnaire). 
Thereafter, this researcher checked test-retest reliability with 12 teachers in two different 
periods of time, where aggregated scales were analysed by t-test for the mean responses 
between two periods of times, as explained by Cohen et al. (2007) and Oluwatayo (2012) t-
test can be used. Alternatively, items were analysed by comparing the mean difference in 
two periods of time. 
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3.9.1 Quality of scales 
A) Cronbach’s alpha 
Cohen et al. (2007, p. 506) argue that an alpha coefficient higher than .90 can be 
considered as very highly reliable, .80-.90 highly reliable, .70-.79 reliable, and .60-.69 
marginally/minimally reliable. Following this categorisation, Table 3.11 suggests 
reliability for measuring the role of evaluators in providing written feedback, and 
discussion with teachers before and after observation. The role of head teacher, the role of 
inspector and the role of head of department were only .70 and above, which indicates that 
the scale is reliable. 
Table 3.11 also shows a range of a maximum of .82 to measure rating the value of the 
inspector’s role, which had high reliability, .78 for rating the value of the head teacher’s 
role, and .77 for rating the value of the head of department’s role that had reliability.  
Table 3.11: Cronbach’s alpha of scales for the involvement of evaluators 
Scale Number of Items Cronbach's Alpha 
 
The Role of Evaluators 
Head Teacher 3 .70 
Inspector 3 .73 
Head of Department 3 .70 
 
The Value of Evaluators’ 
Role 
Head Teacher 3 .78 
Inspector 3 .82 
Head of Department 3 .77 
 
Table 3.12 shows Cronbach’s alpha if the item was deleted for the involvement of 
evaluators (role and rating the value). The results show that none of the values is greater 
than the current alpha, except when the item ‘You have had a discussion before a 
classroom observation’ is deleted from the component, then Cronbach’s alpha increases 
from 0.813 to 0.892. However, this researcher decided to retain all items in the scale as this 
gives it more breadth. 
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Table 3.12: Cronbach's alpha if item deleted in scales for the involvement of evaluators 
The Role of Evaluators 
 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Head 
Teacher 
You have had a discussion before classroom observation .366 .813 
You have had a discussion after classroom observation .604 .507 
You have received written feedback .614 .491 
Inspector You have had a discussion before classroom observation .366 .862 
You have had a discussion after classroom observation .647 .539 
You have received written feedback .694 .481 
Head of 
Department 
You have had a discussion before classroom observation .382 .826 
You have had a discussion after classroom observation .587 .537 
You have received written feedback .633 .475 
The Value of Evaluators’ Role Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Head 
Teacher 
 
You have had a discussion before classroom observation .484 .878 
You have had a discussion after classroom observation .708 .623 
You have received written feedback .709 .619 
Inspector 
 
 
You have had a discussion before classroom observation .524 .892 
You have had a discussion after classroom observation .737 .675 
You have received written feedback .758 .653 
Head of 
Department 
You have had a discussion before classroom observation .470 .866 
You have had a discussion after classroom observation .685 .585 
You have received written feedback .669 .597 
 
Following this categorisation, Table 3.13 suggests reliability is high for the scale for the 
current system supports the development of performance (.97), and also for the scale for 
the current system supports the awarding of promotions and rewards (.83) 
 
Table 3.13: Cronbach’s alpha for scales for the current system supports teachers 
Scale Number of 
Items 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
The system supports the development of performance 12 .97 
The system supports the awarding of promotions and rewards  2 .83 
 
 
Table 3.14 shows Cronbach’s alpha if items are deleted for the two mentioned scales. The 
results show that none of the values is greater than the current alpha of the whole scale, and 
if an item is deleted, Cronbach’s alpha does not change significantly. 
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Table 3.14: Cronbach's alpha if items are deleted for scales for the current system supports 
teachers 
The system supports the development of performance Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
It has improved the deep understanding of content that you teach .806 .969 
It has assisted you with better use of pedagogies .865 .968 
It has given you a much clearer understanding of lesson planning .881 .967 
It has given you a much clearer understanding of what constitutes effective 
teaching 
.878 .967 
It has revealed the weaknesses of your performance .838 .968 
It has played a significant role in determining strengths of your performance .865 .968 
It has affected your organisation of activities in the classroom .821 .969 
It has affected your dealing with students' discipline and behaviour problems .840 .968 
It has affected your ability to motivate students in terms of their learning  .826 .969 
It has affected your ability to deal with individual differences between students .829 .969 
It has affected your continuous assessment of students’ learning’ .836 .938 
It has affected your providing students with effective feedback .839 .968 
The system supports the awarding of promotions and rewards Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
It has affected your rewards in terms of an annual bonus or salary increase .712 . 
It has impacted you in terms of your promotions .712 . 
 
B) Ceiling and flooring effects 
Figure 3.2 shows no ceiling or flooring effects for the scale regarding support of the system 
for performance development. For the ceiling scores pile up at 4 (the average responses) 
applying to over 60% of participants. By contrast, a score pile up at 2.5 (the average 
response) represents a downward direction.  
Figure 3.2: Histogram of ceiling and flooring effect for the system supports the development 
of performance 
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Figure 3.3 shows no ceiling or flooring effects for the scale regarding the awarding of 
promotions and rewards. For the ceiling scores pile up at 4 (the average response), while 
the scores pile up at 1.5 (the average response) as a downward direction.  
Figure 3.3: Histogram of ceiling and flooring effect for the system supports the awarding of 
promotions and rewards 
 
 
With regard to the ceiling and flooring for the involvement of evaluators in the current 
system (evaluators’ role and rating the value of their role), the data did not show the ceiling 
and flooring effects (see the histograms in Appendix 23). This researcher therefore 
concluded that the scales had successfully avoided both floor and ceiling effects. 
3.9.2 Quality of items  
A) Ceiling and flooring effects  
In sections one and two of the questionnaire, items were analysed separately. Those items 
were checked by looking at flooring and ceiling effects and by looking to see if all the 
categories were used (for a bar chart of items 1 to 9, see Appendix 21 and appendix 22). 
Most items show that the questions answered in those sections avoided ceiling and flooring 
effects. For example, in Figure 3.4, in item 1 A, it can be seen that all the categories of 
response have been used, where response categories 1 and 4 were chosen by 100 teachers, 
category 2 by around 150 teachers, category 3 by more than 150 teachers, category 5 by 
around 50 teachers, and modal response was 3. This pattern applies to most the questions 
in sections one and two, where participants’ responses were contrasted, and all response 
options from 1 to 5 were chosen. However, the participants’ responses for item 8A show 
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that 450 of 599 participants chose category 1 to answer this question.  One point should be 
highlighted here regarding ceiling and flooring. If there were ceiling and flooring effects 
with a given item, this would not necessarily be a problem, since some of the questions 
were gathering facts rather than measuring attitudes. Item 8A was intended to measure the 
extent to which student evaluation is currently used. Most of the teachers selected never, 
which reflected practice rather than their views.  On the other side, item 8B (see Appendix 
22) asked teachers about the extent to which student evaluation should be used; teacher 
responses varied from 1 to 5 as this item was gathering their attitudes about using student 
evaluation in the evaluation of their performance. 
Figure 3.4: Teachers’ responses for items in sections one and two 
Item 1 A Item 8 A 
 
 
 
 
3.9.3 Test-retest 
Generally, researchers should consider the period of test and re-apply the test again. The 
period between the first and second should not be so long that responses might change or 
be so short that participants may remember their previous answers (Cooper & Schindler, 
2001). For this test-retest, this researcher had hoped for twenty responses both times, but 
this was not achieved as only twelve teachers returned the second test. The results for the 
small sample of 12 teachers were compared between the first test and second test. This is a 
limitation of the test-retest mechanism: loss or lack of participants and a resulting small 
sample size (Creswell, 2012). A sample with less than 20 participants is too small; the 
sample should be as large as the researcher can obtain to provide sufficient data (Fraenkel 
et al., 2012). However, test-retest reliability coefficients are affected by the length of time 
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between the two administrations of the test (Fraenkel et al., 2012); in this case, the period 
between the test and retest was ten days. 
3.9.3.1 Comparing mean values for two periods 
With the items, Table 3.15 shows that test-retest is very good. Most of the participants 
responded with either the exact same category or the category above or below (difference 
of 1 or 2). However, with a small sample size, caution must be applied as the findings 
might be occurring by chance. 
Table 3.15: The difference between teachers’ responses in test-retest 
Items 
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1a (N)% (4) 33.3% (2) 100% - - - - -1.00 1.00 .33 
1b (N)% (9) 75% (2) 91.6% - (1) 100% - - -1.00 3.00 .25 
2a (N)% (7) 58.3% (3) 83.3% (2) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 .25 
2b (N)% (7) 58.3% (4) 91.6% - (1) 100% - - -1.00 3.00 .08 
3a (N)% (3) 25% (8) 91.7% (1) 100% - - - -1.00 2.00 .50 
3b (N)% (5) 41.7% (6) 91.7% - (1) 100% - - -1.00 3.00 .41 
4a (N)% (5) 41.7% (4) 75.1% (3) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 .16 
4b (N)% (8) 66.7% (4) 100% - - - - -1.00 1.00 .00 
5a (N)% (5) 41.7% (5) 83.3% (2) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 .25 
5b (N)% (5) 41.7% (5) 83.3% (2) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 .25 
6a (N)% (4) 33.3% (5) 75% (3) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 .25 
6b (N)% (2) 16.7% (6) 66.7% (3) 91.7% (1) 100% - - -2.00 3.00 .41 
7a (N)% (1) 8.3% (10) 91.6% (1) 100% - - - -1.00 2.00 .33 
7b (N)% (4) 33.3% (6) 83.3% (2) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 .50 
8a (N)% (6) 50% (3) 75% (3) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 -.25 
8b (N)% (5) 41.7% (7) 100% - - - - -1.00 1.00 .08 
9a (N)% (1) 8.3% (8) 74.9% (3) 100% - - - -2.00 2.00 -.16 
9b (N)% (3) 25% (8) 91.7% (1) 100% - - - -1.00 2.00 -.16 
*(N)= Number of teachers 
3.9.3.2 By t-test for scales 
Test and re-test can be analysed by t-test for the whole test or for sections of the 
questionnaire (Cohen et al., 2007). Table 3.16 shows the results of the paired t-test of the 
mean responses for two periods of time for scales: there is no statistical difference between 
the teachers’ responses in test and retest with regard to the involvement of evaluators, 
teachers’ views about the current system supports the development of performance, or the 
awarding of promotions and rewards. The p-value is (>0.05) for all scales. However, these 
results are limited, as the sample was relatively small. 
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Table 3.16: Test and re-test results for scale by t-test 
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The Role of 
Evaluators 
 
Head Teacher .416 .83 .239 -.110 .944 1.73 11 .110 
Inspector .222 .71 .206 -.232 .676 1.07 11 .305 
Head of 
Department 
.250 1.10 .315 -.444 .944 .79 11 .445 
 
The Value of 
Evaluators’ 
Role 
Head Teacher .277 1.0 .283 -.346 .902 .97 11 .349 
Inspector .027 .77 .222 -.462 .517 .12 11 .903 
Head of 
Department 
.22 1.12 .323 -.490 .935 .68 11 .507 
The system supports 
development of performance 
 
.125 
 
.48 
 
.140 
 
-.184 
 
.434 
 
.88 
 
11 
 
.394 
The system supports the 
awarding of promotions and 
rewards 
 
.416 
 
.76 
 
.220 
 
-.068 
 
.901 
 
1.89 
 
11 
 
.085 
 
3.10 Ethical considerations  
Ethical issues should be taken into consideration in any research that depends on collecting 
data from individuals. As noted by Cohen et al. (2007), researchers should consider issues 
such as obtaining consent and acquiring access to the participants when conducting 
research, and confidentiality. 
This researcher adhered to the same ethical standards as the British Educational Research 
Association [BERA]. BERA (2011) provides guidance on ethical considerations when 
carrying out research. First, researchers have a responsibility to the participants, such as by 
showing respect for any persons involved in the research and ensuring their fair treatment. 
One way in which to show respect is by gaining voluntary informed consent, having 
provided enough information so that participants can understand and agree to their 
participation, and by giving participants the right to withdraw at any time and for any or no 
reason, and the confidential and anonymous collection and storage of participants’ data. 
Second, researchers have a responsibility to the sponsors of the research, which is 
demonstrated by conducting the research using methods that are fit for the aims of the 
undertaking and publication. Third, the researcher has a responsibility to the larger 
community of researchers, which is demonstrated by avoiding misconduct to ensure that 
the research is conducted at the highest standard. Fourth, researchers have a responsibility 
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to educational professionals, policy makers and the general public, meaning that 
researchers should seek to make public the results and communicate the findings and the 
significance of the research in a straightforward fashion using language that is appropriate 
for the intended audience. 
This researcher submitted an application for ethical approval to the School of Education at 
Durham University. The application included the title of the research, the aims of the 
research, the significance of the research and the methods that were to be used to collect 
the data. After obtaining consent to carry out this research, this researcher asked the study’s 
supervisor to write letters to conduct the research (Appendices 8 & 9). This researcher sent 
these letters and an email indicating that this researcher had obtained approval from the 
School of Education at Durham University to the Kuwait Cultural Office in London to gain 
a letter of permission to conduct the research in Kuwait (Appendix 10). These letters from 
Durham University and Kuwait Cultural Office were given to the MOE’s ‘Educational 
Research Department’ in order to grant access to the schools in the three districts that were 
selected. 
The approval letter from Educational Research Department was presented to the directors 
of the districts in order for them to write letters to the head teachers and inspectors to 
facilitate conducting this research in their districts (Appendices 11, 12 & 13). Then, this 
researcher obtained letters from directors of educational districts (Appendices 14 to 19), 
and these were presented to the head teachers of the schools chosen. Moreover, the letters 
were shown to inspectors and head teachers when this researcher requested their 
participation in this research. The letters were also shown to the teachers when they were 
asked to participate in the focus groups 
 
This researcher informed the questionnaire’s participants about the aims of the research by 
including its details in the cover page. While those who participated in interviews and 
focus groups were informed by providing an information sheet (Information sheet in 
Appendices 4 [English] and 5 [Arabic]). This researcher informed the participants that all 
information collected would be used for academic purposes only, with no mention being 
made of any type of personal information. This researcher informed them that the research 
would not cause them harm. In addition, this researcher informed the participants that they 
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were free to withdraw from participating in the research at any time. They were also 
informed that their views and information would not be used if they were to withdraw. 
 
Furthermore, when asking for the consent of the participants in the interviews/focus groups 
(Consent form in Appendices 6 [English] and 7 [Arabic]), this researcher also asked the 
participants to engage in the research freely and with conviction. This researcher promised 
the participants that their personal information would be kept confidential, as well as any 
recorded information if they consented to its collection. Participants were informed that all 
recordings would be deleted after transcribing the data. This researcher took into account 
the duration of the interviews and focus group length and avoided exceeding the set time, 
recognising that the participants had other responsibilities to which they needed to attend.  
 
Finally, in order to maintain anonymity of the participants in the questionnaire, this 
researcher did not ask for personal details from the participants, except from those who 
volunteered to participate in the focus groups. These participants were asked to write their 
email address or name at the end of the questionnaire or to send a text message or email 
directly to this researcher. This was used strictly for communication purposes to arrange 
his/her entrance in the focus groups.  
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Chapter Four: Teachers’ Perspectives on the Current Teacher 
Evaluation System 
 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter aims to analyse the data gathered in the questionnaire given to teachers asking 
their perspectives on the current teacher evaluation system. The chapter will begin by 
presenting a descriptive analysis of the data and next consider inferential statistics by 
looking at statistically significant differences between sub groups in background variables 
such as gender, experiences in teaching, subjects, and educational districts.  
 
Before describing the data, it should be noted that not all scales were normally distributed 
(see Appendices 24, 25, 26, 27, & 28). However, a parametric test was applied when 
comparing mean values, which is described as follows:  
 
Naturally, since normality was assumed in the mathematical derivation of the t-
test, researchers also assumed that unless the observations were normally 
distributed the t-test would not be a legitimate statistical option. Fortunately in 
recent decades subsequent research has revealed that the violation of the 
assumption of normality does not nullify the validity of the t-test. (Hopkins, 
Hopkins, & Glass, 1996, p.202) 
 
Moreover, according to Norusis (2008, p.309), “the analysis of variance is not heavily 
dependent on the normality assumption”. Norman (2010) stated that researchers can use 
parametric statistics when analysing Likert-type data with non-normal distribution.  
 
In this research, the results of both types of tests for most pairs are the same and 
equivalent. For example, Tables 4.1 and 4.2 demonstrate that non-parametric and 
parametric test results for the actual purposes of teacher evaluation system with regard to 
the difference between genders show no statistical significance. The p-value is >.05 for 
each item. 
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Table 4.1: Non-parametric tests results (Mann-Whitney U) for actual purposes 
Actual purposes Grouping variable N Mean rank 
Sum of 
ranks Z p-value 
Professional 
development  
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
282.22 
309.60 
59267.00 
120433.00 – 1.90 .057 
Determining 
performance 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
288.87 
306.01 
60663.00 
119037.00 – 1.21 .227 
Sanction and rewards Male 
Female 
210 
389 
304.79 
297.42 
64005.00 
115695.00 
- 0.52 .603 
 
Table 4.2: Parametric tests results (The independent samples t-test) for actual purposes 
Actual purposes Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
Professional 
development  
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.63 
2.81 
1.20 
1.21 
.081 
.062 
.086 
Determining 
performance 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.54 
3.66 
1.11 
1.01 
.076 
.051 
.172 
Sanction and rewards Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.81 
3.81 
1.16 
1.06 
.080 
.054 
.940 
 
Accordingly, parametric tests were used, as it is useful to determine the difference between 
variables and it is familiar to many researchers as a means to interpret and understand the 
data. Therefore, to test the effect of the dichotomous variables of gender, the independent 
samples t-test was used at 5% significance level (<.05). To test the effect variables with 
more than two sub-groups, such as educational districts, subjects and experience in 
teaching, the one-way ANOVA test was used at the 5% significance level (<.05). 
4.2 Descriptive analysis  
This section presents the teachers’ perspectives on the purposes of teacher evaluation, the 
tools of teacher evaluation and the involvement of evaluators. In addition, teachers’ views 
on the extent to which the current system supports them are presented. 
4.2.1 Actual and desired purposes of the teacher evaluation system  
Table 4.3 shows what teachers see as the actual purposes of the current teacher evaluation 
system. Two opposite patterns are revealed. The first purpose, regarding promoting the 
professional development of teachers, has a skewed distribution towards the lower end of 
the scale. The mean value for the sample is 2.75 (SD=1.20). The next two purposes, 
regarding determining teachers’ performances and making decisions about sanctions and 
rewards, both have skewed distributions at the higher end. The mean values are 3.62 
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(SD=1.05) and 3.81 (SD=1.10), respectively. More teachers, in other words, share the view 
that teacher evaluation is used for determining performance and making decisions about 
sanctions and rewards rather than promoting professional development. Standard deviation 
is also higher for the professional development purpose, suggesting that there are more 
varied views on this as an actual purpose of teacher evaluation.  
 Table 4.3: Teacher’s views about the actual purposes of teacher evaluation  
 
 
Interestingly, all mean values in Table 4.4, which shows teachers’ desired purposes for 
teacher evaluation, are higher than the values observed in Table 4.3. This may be because 
of the different labels in the scale (i.e. importance rather than frequency), but it is clear that 
teachers find that all the purposes given are important. In other words, there is a contrast 
between desired purposes and observed in the actual purposes. Teachers find the purpose 
of promoting professional development of teachers as the most important (M=4.26, 
SD=0.86), and the purpose of supporting decision-makers to make decisions about teachers 
that are related to sanctions or rewards as least important (M=3.93, SD=1.15), but still 
important on average. This time, the purpose for making decisions about sanctions and 
rewards has the most variation (highest standard deviation). 
 
 
 
 
 
The actual purposes of teacher 
evaluation 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
Promoting professional 
development of teacher 
Frequency 104 
17.4 
157 
26.2 
180 
30.1 
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2.75 1.20 
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Frequency 28 
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48 
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175 
29.2 
222 
37.1 
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3.62 1.05 
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Supporting decision-makers to 
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that are related to sanctions or 
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29 
4.8 
40 
6.7 
135 
22.5 
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34.5 
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31.4 
3.81 1.10 
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Table 4.4: The desired purposes of teacher evaluation from the teachers’ perspectives 
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evaluation 
U
ni
m
po
rta
nt
 a
t 
al
l 
U
ni
m
po
rta
nt
 
N
ei
th
er
 im
po
rta
nt
 
no
r u
ni
m
po
rta
nt
 
Im
po
rta
nt
 
V
er
y 
im
po
rta
nt
 
M
ea
n 
S.
 D
ev
ia
tio
n 
Promoting professional 
development of teacher 
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1.2 
18 
3.0 
58 
9.7 
246 
41.1 
270 
45.1 
4.26 .84 
% 
Determining the teacher’s 
performance 
Frequency 20 
3.3 
19 
3.2 
60 
10.0 
272 
45.4 
228 
38.1 
4.12 .95 
% 
Supporting decision-makers 
to make decisions about 
teachers that are related to 
sanctions or rewards 
Frequency 33 
5.5 
51 
8.5 
66 
11.0 
223 
37.2 
226 
37.7 
3.93 1.15 
% 
 
In spite of the different labels in the scales, paired sample t-tests were used to compare 
teachers’ views about actual purposes and their perspectives on desired purposes of the 
teacher evaluation system. Table 4.5 shows, as expected, that there are statistically 
significant differences for all three purposes when compared to frequencies. The 
differences are statistically significant to the .001 level for the two first purposes, but to the 
.05 level for the last purpose only (sanctions and rewards).  
Table 4.5: The result of paired sample t-test for actual and desired purposes 
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Figure 4.1 shows a comparison between the mean values for both the actual and desired 
purposes of teacher evaluation. The differences between the actual and desired purposes 
regarding promoting professional development are apparent. It can be seen that the other 
two purposes (determining performance, and making decisions about sanctions and 
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rewards) are similar, but not quite the same when it comes to their actual and desired 
purposes. 
Figure 4.1: Mean and 95% CI of standard error of mean for actual and desired purposes  
 
4.2.2 Tools of teacher evaluation that are used and should be used 
Data is presented for teachers’ perspectives on the different tools used in teacher 
evaluation. As in the previous section, teachers were first asked which tools are currently 
being used and then which tools they think should be used.   
 
Table 4.6 shows the data for the tools the teachers say are used in the current system. The 
teachers indicate that observation is the most frequent tool used for evaluating their 
performance, with 84.8% of the teachers stating that this is used ‘often’ or ‘always’. The 
least used tool is student evaluation, which 85.6% of teachers say is used ‘never’ or 
‘seldom’. Teachers’ views are consistent with regards to the most frequently used tool 
being observation (SD= .85) and the least used as being student evaluation (SD= .93). 
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Other tools fall somewhere in between the extremes of observation and student evaluation. 
When it comes to student achievements and teacher portfolios, the distributions for 
teachers’ responses are clustered from ‘seldom’ to ‘often’, and the model responses of 
these tools are the ‘sometimes’ option. When it comes to peer evaluation for formative 
purpose and self-evaluation, the distribution is clustered from ‘never’ to ‘sometimes’. 
Here, the data show the most variation, which means that teachers’ views are more divided 
on the frequency of those tools (high standard deviation). 
Table 4.6: Teachers’ views about the tools of teacher evaluation that are used. 
The tools of teacher evaluation that are 
used 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
Observation Frequency 9 
1.5 
15 
2.5 
67 
11.2 
249 
41.6 
259 
43.2 4.23 0.85 
% 
Student achievement Frequency 78 
13.0 
141 
23.5 
173 
28.9 
126 
21.0 
81 
13.5 2.98 1.20 % 
Self-evaluation Frequency 129 
21.5 
156 
26.0 
163 
27.2 
101 
16.9 
50 
8.3 2.64 1.22 % 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose 
Frequency 131 
21.9 
175 
29.2 
154 
25.7 
81 
13.5 
58 
9.7 2.60 1.23 % 
Student evaluation by survey or 
by focus group interview 
Frequency 454 
75.8 
59 
9.8 
54 
9.0 
21 
3.5 
11 
1.8 1.46 0.93 % 
Teacher portfolios Frequency 101 
16.9 
134 
22.4 
154 
25.7 
121 
20.2 
89 
14.9 2.94 1.30 % 
 
It is interesting to compare what tools teachers say are being used in the current evaluation 
system as opposed to what they think should be used. Teachers give the highest priority to 
observation as a means of evaluating their performance and the lowest priority to student 
evaluation. Here, standard deviation is highest for student evaluation (SD=1.43), thus 
demonstrating that the range of opinions is greatest when it comes to this tool. All means 
are above three for observation, student achievements, student evaluation, self- and peer 
evaluation, and teacher portfolios (see Table 4.7). 
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Except for observation, which is basically the same, all means for the tools of teacher 
evaluation that should be used are generally higher than they are in the results on what are 
used. Teachers, it seems, want a broader range of evaluation tools to be used than are 
currently used today, and they want to participate in the evaluation (Figure 4.2). It can also 
be noted that there is a great discrepancy between the use of students’ evaluation in the 
current system (M=1.46) versus the ideal system (M=3.45).  
Table 4.7: The tools of teacher evaluation that should be used from the teachers’ perspectives 
The tools of teacher evaluation that 
should be used 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s 
M
ea
n 
S.
 D
ev
ia
tio
n 
Observation Frequency 16 
2.7 
26 
4.3 
92 
15.4 
185 
30.9 
280 
46.7 4.15 1.00 % 
Student achievement Frequency 25 
4.2 
32 
5.3 
135 
22.5 
192 
32.1 
215 
35.9 3.90 1.00 % 
Self-evaluation Frequency 24 
4.0 
42 
7.0 
119 
19.9 
224 
37.4 
190 
31.7 3.86 1.07 % 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose 
Frequency 45 
7.5 
46 
7.7 
130 
21.7 
185 
30.9 
193 
32.2 3.73 1.20 % 
Student evaluation by survey 
or by focus group interview 
Frequency 99 
16.5 
51 
8.5 
117 
19.5 
143 
23.9 
189 
31.6 3.45 1.43 % 
Teacher portfolios Frequency 42 
7.0 
31 
5.2 
116 
19.4 
175 
29.2 
235 
39.2 3.88 1.19 % 
* Cited in Almutairi, Tymms, & Kind (2015, p.326-3). 
 
Table 4.8 shows the results of a paired sample t-test between the tools that teachers 
indicate are used and the tools they think should be used. There is no statistically 
significant difference between teachers’ responses regarding observation, with a p-value of 
.06. On the other hand, there are statistically significant differences between teachers’ 
responses about using student achievement, self-evaluation, peer evaluation for formative 
purposes, student evaluation, and teacher portfolios, to a .001 level, thus supporting the 
view that teachers desire a greater range of evaluation tools than is used in the current 
system. 
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Table 4.8: The result of a paired t-test for tools that are used and should be used 
Paired samples 
test 
Is used and 
Should be use M
ea
n 
St
d.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
St
d.
 E
rr
or
 
M
ea
n 
95% Confidence 
interval of the 
difference t df
 
p-
va
lu
e 
Lower Upper 
Observation .07 1.01 .042 -.003 .16 1.88 598 .060 
Student 
achievement  -.91 1.60 .065 -1.04 -.78 -14.14 598 .000 
Self-evaluation -1.21 1.61 .066 -1.34 -1.08 -18.38 598 .000 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose 
-1.12 1.55 .064 -1.25 -1.00 -17.68 598 .000 
Student evaluation -1.99 1.62 .066 -2.12 -1.86 -30.15 598 .000 
Teacher portfolios  -.94 1.66 .068 -1.08 -.81 -13.91 598 .000 
 
 
Figure 4.2: Mean and 95% CI of standard error of mean for what tools that are used and 
what should be used 
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4.2.3 The involvement of evaluators in teacher evaluation  
Teachers were asked about the roles played by inspectors, head teachers and heads of 
departments. They were also required to rate the role of evaluators. 
Table 4.9 shows basically the same pattern with regard to the feedback given by the 
teachers on all the evaluators’ roles, but with different strengths. With regard to whether 
evaluators discuss certain points with the teachers before a classroom observation, such as 
evaluation criteria regarding teaching, classroom management or students’ engagement, 
the data show that teachers’ responses regarding head teachers and inspectors are skewed 
toward the lowest categories. Many teachers selected ‘never’ and ‘seldom’ for head 
teachers (56.8%) and inspectors (70.9%) whereas 42.9% of teachers selected ‘never’ and 
‘seldom’, with regard to heads of departments, 25.9% of teachers selected ‘sometimes’. 
Here, standard deviations are high for teachers’ responses regarding all evaluators and 
reflect a more divided view on the role of evaluators in having discussions before 
observing teaching.  
The role of evaluators in discussions with teachers after classroom observation and 
providing teachers with written feedback is in contrast to their role in discussion before 
observation. The distribution of teachers’ responses is skewed toward the highest 
categories, which are ‘often’ and ‘always’. The highest involvement of evaluators 
regarding these items is attributed to heads of departments (discussion after observation = 
73%, written feedback = 71.1%) followed by head teachers (discussion after observation = 
58.6%, written feedback = 50.6%) then inspectors (discussion after observation = 55.6%, 
written feedback = 50.6%). Here, opinions regarding the inspectors’ role in speaking with 
teachers after their observations (SD=1.31) and providing them with written feedback 
(SD=1.30) are more divided. 
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 Table 4.9: Teachers’ views about the role of evaluators. 
 
Overall, Figure 4.3 shows that teachers perceive the evaluators as concentrating more on 
discussion after observation and providing written feedback. However, teachers indicate 
having more frequent discussions both before and after observation with the heads of 
departments than with the other two groups of evaluators. Teachers also received written 
feedback from heads of departments more frequently than from the other two evaluators. 
 
 
  
The Role of Evaluators 
Head Teacher 
 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
You have had a discussion 
before classroom 
observation 
Frequency 263 
43.9 
77 
12.9 
129 
21.5 
77 
12.9 
53 
8.8 2.30 
 
1.40 % 
You have had a discussion 
after classroom observation 
Frequency 29 
4.8 
83 
13.9 
136 
22.7 
173 
28.9 
178 
29.7 3.65 
 
1.20 % 
You have received written 
feedback 
Frequency 45 
7.5 
76 
12.7 
175 
29.2 
154 
25.7 
149 
24.9 3.48 
 
1.20 % 
Inspector 
 
 N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
You have had a discussion 
before classroom 
observation 
Frequency 344 
57.4 
81 
13.5 
75 
12.5 
53 
8.8 
46 
7.7 1.96 1.32 % 
You have had a discussion 
after classroom observation 
Frequency 43 
7.2 
112 
18.7 
111 
18.5 
131 
21.9 
202 
33.7 3.56 1.31 % 
You have received written 
feedback 
Frequency 51 
8.5 
117 
19.5 
128 
21.4 
142 
23.7 
161 
26.9 3.41 1.30 % 
Head of Department 
 N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
 You have had a discussion 
before classroom 
observation 
Frequency 156 
28.5 
79 
14.4 
142 
25.9 
95 
17.3 
76 
13.9 2.74 1.40 % 
 You have had a discussion 
after classroom observation 
Frequency 23 
4.2 
25 
4.6 
100 
18.2 
213 
38.9 
187 
34.1 3.94 1.04 % 
You have received written 
feedback 
Frequency 26 
4.7 
25 
4.6 
107 
19.5 
198 
36.1 
192 
35.0 3.92 1.10 % 
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Figure 4.3: Mean and 95% CI of standard error of mean for the role of evaluators  
 
In Table 4.10, under the value of discussion with head teachers and inspectors before a 
teacher is observed, the distribution is skewed toward the lowest categories ‘poor’ and 
‘fair’ for head teachers (59.6%) and for inspectors (68.1%). This result is expected due to 
many teachers having indicated that head teachers and inspectors have either never or 
seldom discussed with them before observation. The distribution of data is bimodal 
regarding discussion with heads of departments before observation, with 39.9% of teachers 
rating it as ‘poor’ or ‘fair’, and 40.7% of teachers rating it as ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’. 
With regard to the value of discussion after observation and providing written feedback, 
the distributions are clustered from ‘good’, ‘very good’, to ‘excellent’ for both head 
teachers and heads of departments, but the distributions of data are bimodal for inspectors. 
Although the data set bimodal distribution, the data are somewhat skewed toward the 
highest categories, with 35.9% of teachers rating the value of inspectors’ role in discussion 
after observation as ‘poor’ and ‘fair’, while 45% of teachers rate it as ‘very good’ and 
‘excellent’. Whereas 41.4% of teachers rate the value of written feedback from inspectors 
as ‘poor’ and ‘fair’, 42.4% of teachers rate it as ‘very good’ and ‘excellent’.  
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Table 4.10: Teachers’ rating of the value of the evaluators’ role 
Rating the value of evaluators’ role 
Head Teacher 
 
Po
or
 
Fa
ir
 
G
oo
d 
V
er
y 
G
oo
d 
E
xc
el
le
nt
 
M
ea
n 
S.
 D
ev
ia
tio
n 
You have had a discussion 
before classroom 
observation 
Frequency 295 
49.2 
62 
10.4 
105 
17.5 
66 
11.0 
71 
11.9 2.26 1.45 % 
You have had a discussion 
after classroom observation 
Frequency 39 
6.5 
92 
15.4 
173 
28.9 
137 
22.9 
158 
26.4 3.47 1.21 % 
You have received written 
feedback 
Frequency 58 
9.7 
84 
14.0 
187 
31.2 
142 
23.7 
128 
21.4 3.33 1.23 % 
Inspector 
 
 P
oo
r 
Fa
ir
 
G
oo
d 
V
er
y 
G
oo
d 
E
xc
el
le
nt
 
M
ea
n 
S.
 D
ev
ia
tio
n 
 You have had a discussion 
before classroom 
observation 
Frequency 357 
59.6 
51 
8.5 
62 
10.4 
55 
9.2 
74 
12.4 2.06 1.50 % 
You have had a discussion 
after classroom observation 
Frequency 82 
13.7 
133 
22.2 
114 
19.0 
117 
19.5 
153 
25.5 3.21 1.40 % 
 You have received written 
feedback 
Frequency 92 
15.4 
156 
26.0 
97 
16.2 
123 
20.5 
131 
21.9 3.08 1.40 % 
Head of Department 
 Po
or
 
Fa
ir
 
G
oo
d 
V
er
y 
G
oo
d 
E
xc
el
le
nt
 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
You have had a discussion 
before classroom 
observation 
Frequency 163 
29.7 
56 
10.2 
106 
19.3 
108 
19.7 
115 
21.0 2.92 1.52 % 
You have had a discussion 
after classroom observation 
Frequency 27 
4.9 
33 
6.0 
112 
20.4 
194 
35.4 
182 
33.2 3.86 1.10 % 
You have received written 
feedback 
Frequency 32 
5.8 
25 
4.6 
116 
21.2 
183 
33.4 
192 
35.0 3.87 1.12 % 
 
Overall, Figure 4.4 shows how teachers rate the value of discussion both before and after, 
and rate written feedback from heads of departments as more valuable than the other two 
groups of evaluators (head teachers and inspectors). They rate the value of the head 
teachers’ role more highly than the inspectors’ regarding discussion after observation and 
providing written feedback. 
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Figure 4.4: Mean and 95% CI of standard error of mean for rating of the value of the 
evaluators’ role  
 
4.2.4 Extent to which the current system supports teachers 
This section is divided into two sub-sections that reflect the teachers’ views about the 
current system in terms of the extent to which it supports development in their 
performance, and in awarding promotions and rewards. Here, the response categories were 
the five points on the Likert scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither agree 
nor disagree, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly agree.   
4.2.3.1 Extent to which the system supports the development of performance 
Table 4.11 shows the frequency and mean of the teachers’ responses regarding the extent 
to which the system supports them in developing their performance. The means of all the 
items in the scale are very close to the neutral point, a score of 3.00 (see Figure 4.5). 
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The data show a bimodal distribution for all items measuring whether the system supports 
them in developing their performance. This means that there is a clustering of teachers’ 
opinions, with some teachers indicating that the current system does not support them and 
others indicating that it does. This can also be seen in the high standard deviations for all 
items (the lowest SD=1.27, the highest SD=1.42).  
 
Teachers’ responses are fairly evenly split, with 46.4% of teachers sharing the opinion that 
the current system has improved their deep understanding of the content that they teach 
and 49.3% of teachers selecting ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’. 50.3% of teachers share 
the opinion that the current system has assisted them with the use of pedagogies but 44.2% 
of teachers ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ with the statement. 50.4% of teachers ‘agree’ 
and ‘strongly agree’ that it has given them a much clearer understanding of lesson planning 
while 45.4% ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ with this statement.  
 
The current system has revealed the weaknesses in performance of 43.9% (‘agree’ and 
‘strongly agree’) of the teachers while 48.3% of teachers ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly 
disagree’. 48.6% of teachers ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ that the current system has played 
a significant role in determining the strengths of their performance while 44.1% of teachers  
‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’. 
 
Regarding teachers’ views on whether the current system has contributed to developing 
their organising activities inside the classroom, responses are equally split, with 45.9% 
agreeing and 45.9% disagreeing. Whether the current evaluation system gives them a 
clearer understanding of what constitutes effective teaching, as 46.4% of teachers disagree 
and 46.9% of teachers agree.  
 
Regarding teachers’ views about developing their performance with students, teachers’ 
responses are again fairly evenly split:  48.7% of teachers disagree that the current system 
has affected their continuous assessment of students’ learning, but 42.4% of teachers agree. 
46.8% of teachers disagree on whether the current system has affected their provision of 
effective feedback to students by, for example, requiring teachers to monitor and record 
their students’ progress, but 41.6% of teachers agree. Other items are placed between them. 
These items reflect the teachers’ views on whether the current system has affected their 
ability to deal with students' discipline and behavioural problems, has affected their ability 
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to motivate students in terms of their learning, and has affected their ability to deal with 
individual differences between students. 
Table 4.11: Teachers’ views about the system supports the development of performance 
The system supports the development of 
performance 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
D
is
ag
re
e 
D
is
ag
re
e 
N
ei
th
er
 
ag
re
e 
no
r 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
A
gr
ee
 
M
ea
n 
S.
 
D
ev
ia
tio
n 
It has improved the deep understanding of 
content that you teach 
Frequency 106 
17.7 
189 
31.6 
26 
4.3 
203 
33.9 
75 
12.5 2.92 1.36 % 
It has assisted you with better use of 
pedagogies 
Frequency 109 
18.2 
156 
26.0 
33 
5.5 
197 
32.9 
104 
17.4 3.08 1.42 % 
It has given you a much clearer 
understanding of lesson planning  
Frequency 125 
20.9 
147 
24.5 
25 
4.2 
245 
40.9 
57 
9.5 2.94 1.37 % 
It has given you a much clearer 
understanding of what constitutes 
effective teaching  
Frequency 
93 
15.5 
185 
30.9 
40 
6.7 
220 
36.7 
61 
10.2 2.95 1.30 % 
It has revealed the weaknesses of your 
performance  
Frequency 113 
18.9 
176 
29.4 
47 
7.8 
209 
34.9 
54 
9.0 2.86 1.32 % 
It has played a significant role in 
determining the strengths of your 
performance  
Frequency 
104 
17.4 
160 
26.7 
44 
7.3 
220 
36.7 
71 
11.9 2.99 1.34 % 
It has affected your organisation of 
activities in the classroom  
Frequency 134 
22.4 
141 
23.5 
49 
8.2 
214 
35.7 
61 
10.2 
 
2.88 
 
1.37 % 
It has affected your ability to deal with 
students' discipline and behaviour 
problems 
Frequency 110 
18.4 
175 
29.2 
69 
11.5 
196 
32.7 
49 
8.2 
 
2.83 
 
1.29 % 
It has affected your ability to motivate 
students in terms of their learning 
Frequency 107 
17.9 
178 
29.7 
53 
8.8 
221 
36.9 
40 
6.7 
 
2.85 
 
1.27 % 
It has affected your ability to deal with 
individual differences between students 
Frequency 111 
18.5 
179 
29.9 
51 
8.5 
191 
31.9 
67 
11.2 
 
2.87 
 
1.34 % 
It has affected your continuous assessment 
of students’ learning 
Frequency 118 
19.7 
174 
29.0 
53 
8.8 
208 
34.7 
46 
7.7 
 
2.82 
 
1.30 % 
It has affected your providing students 
with effective feedback 
Frequency 116 
19.4 
164 
27.4 
70 
11.7 
201 
33.6 
48 
8.0 
 
2.83 
 
1.30 % 
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Figure 4.5: Mean and 95% CI of standard error of mean for the system supports the 
development of performance 
 
 
4.2.3.2 Extent to which the system supports the awarding of promotions and 
rewards 
Table 4.12 shows the frequency and mean of teachers’ views about the current system 
when it comes to the awarding of promotions and rewards. 
Asked if the current system is used to award bonuses and salary increases, 60.5% of 
teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with this item and 58.3% of teachers either agreed 
or strongly agreed that the current system is used to award promotions, with 27.8% of 
teachers either disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with this statement. 
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Table 4.12: Teachers’ views about the system supports the awarding of promotions and 
rewards 
The system supports the awarding of 
promotions and rewards 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
D
is
ag
re
e 
D
is
ag
re
e 
N
ei
th
er
 a
gr
ee
 
no
r 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 A
gr
ee
 
M
ea
n 
S.
 D
ev
ia
tio
n 
It has affected your rewards in 
terms of an annual bonus or 
salary increase 
Frequency 
64 
10.7 
88 
14.7 
85 
14.2 
282 
47.1 
80 
13.4 
 
3.38 1.20 % 
It has impacted you in terms of 
your promotions 
Frequency 59 
9.8 
108 
18.0 
83 
13.9 
264 
44.1 
85 
14.2 
 
3.35 1.21 % 
 
 
Overall, teachers think that the current system supports the awarding of promotions and 
rewards, such as annual bonuses or salary increases. The means for each item are above 
3.00 and are quite similar to each other (see Figure 4.6). 
 
Figure 4.6: Mean and 95% CI of standard error of mean for the system supports the 
awarding of promotions and rewards 
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4.2.3.3 Correlations between teachers’ view about the system supports 
development and promotions. 
 
Table 4.13 shows that there is a significant correlation (p=.0001) between teachers’ 
responses regarding the system supports the development of performance, and the 
awarding of  promotion or reward. It is apparent that these two factors affect each other 
positively.  
Table 4.13: Spearman correlations between the system supports for development and 
awarding promotions 
Correlation 
Spearman  
 
  Promotions  
Development Correlation Coefficient .298** 
Sig.  .0001 
N 599 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.  
 
4.3 Inferential statistics 
Inferential statistics has several purposes, one of which is testing for differences between 
sub-groups in variables (Elst, 2013). Here, this researcher intended to discern differences 
between groups within the following variables: gender, educational district, extent of 
teaching experience, and subjects taught. Independent samples t-test and ANOVA were 
applied. With regard to the post hoc test to find the mean difference, both Tukey’s HSD 
and Scheffe’s tests were applied, and yielded very similar results. Therefore, Tukey’s HSD 
post hoc test was chosen to calculate the mean difference, because it is familiar to this 
researcher. 
4.3.1 The purposes of teacher evaluation  
 4.3.1.1 Gender  
Table 4.14 and 4.15 show no significant difference between male and female teachers 
regarding the actual and desired purposes of teacher evaluation. The p-value is p>.05 for 
all items. 
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Table 4.14: The independent samples t-test of gender regarding actual purposes 
Actual purposes  Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
Professional 
development 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.63 
2.81 
1.16 
1.21 
.081 
.062 
.086 
Determining 
performance 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.54 
3.66 
1.10 
1.01 
.076 
.051 
.172 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.81 
3.81 
1.16 
1.06 
.080 
.054 
.940 
 
Table 4.15: The independent samples t-test of gender regarding desired purposes 
Desired purposes  Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
 
Professional 
development  
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
4.17 
4.31 
.95 
.76 
.066 
.039 
.062 
Determining 
performance 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
4.01 
4.17 
1.10 
.84 
.077 
.043 
.072 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.84 
3.98 
1.23 
1.10 
.085 
.056 
.181 
 
4.3.1.2 Educational districts  
Table 4.16 shows no significant difference between educational districts in terms of the 
actual purpose of teacher evaluation for determining performance (p>.05). However, there 
is a statistical difference between educational districts in terms of the actual purpose of 
promoting professional development, as the p-value is .025, and the actual purpose of 
teacher evaluation when it comes to sanctions or reward-related decision-making, with a p-
value of .003. 
Table 4.16: ANOVA results of educational districts regarding actual purposes 
Actual purposes Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Professional 
development  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.613 
850.322 
860.935 
2 
596 
598 
5.307 
1.427 
3.719 .025 
Determining 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.881 
656.572 
657.452 
2 
596 
598 
.440 
1.102 
.400 .671 
 
 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
8.181 
714.123 
722.304 
2 
596 
598 
4.090 
1.198 
3.414 .034 
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For the post hoc analysis with regard to the actual purpose of teacher evaluation for 
professional development, Table 4.17 shows that teachers in Farwaniya district (M=2.84) 
indicate that teachers perceive teacher evaluation being used for professional development 
more than they are for teachers in Asimah district (M=2.54). However, the difference 
between the means is relatively small.  
Table 4.17:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for actual purpose, educational districts 
Actual purpose: professional development  N Mean Mean Difference 
Asimah Farwaniya 
Educational districts Ahmadi 192 2.82 .280 .026 
Asimah 171 2.54  305* 
Farwaniya 236 2.84   
 
Table 4.18 shows that teachers in Asimah (M=3.98) see the current system as being used 
somewhat more for the sanction and reward of teachers than do teachers in Ahmadi 
(M=3.68). The difference between the means is, however, relatively small 
Table 4.18:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for actual purpose, educational districts  
Actual purpose: sanctions and rewards N Mean Mean Difference 
Asimah Farwaniya 
Educational districts Ahmadi 192 3.68 .300* .120 
Asimah 171 3.98  .180 
Farwaniya 236 3.80   
 
The ANOVA results in Table 4.19 shows no difference between teachers in educational 
districts in terms of their desired purpose for determining performance, and sanctions and 
rewards have a p-value of >.05, but there is a statistically significant difference between 
educational districts in terms of the desired purpose of professional development with a p-
value of <.05. 
Table 4.19: ANOVA results of educational districts regarding desired purposes 
Desired purposes  Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Professional 
development  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.145 
417.747 
422.891 
2 
596 
598 
2.572 
.701 
3.670 .026 
 
Determining 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
2.992 
532.827 
535.820 
2 
596 
598 
1.496 
.894 
1.674 .188 
 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.659 
784.534 
790.194 
2 
596 
598 
2.830 
1.316 
2.150 .117 
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The main difference is between educational districts with regard to the desired purpose for 
professional development; Table 4.20 shows that teachers in Asimah (M=4.34) believe that 
teacher evaluation should be used for professional development more so than teachers in 
Ahmadi district (M=4.13). The difference between the means is small and all means are 
above four. 
Table 4.20:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for desired purpose, educational districts  
Desired purpose: Professional development  N Mean Mean Difference 
Asimah Farwaniya 
Educational 
districts 
Ahmadi 192 4.13 .214* .184 
Asimah 171 4.34  .030 
Farwaniya 236 4.31   
 
4.3.1.3 Years of teaching experience 
The results of the ANOVA test in Table 4.21 show no significant difference between the 
different experience groups regarding the actual purposes of sanctions and rewards and 
determining performance, p >.05. However, there is a statistically significant difference 
between the different experience groups regarding the use of teacher evaluation for 
promoting professional development. The p-value is .0001. 
Table 4.21: ANOVA results of experience groups regarding actual purposes 
Actual purposes Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Professional 
development  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
36.740 
824.195 
860.935 
2 
596 
598 
18.370 
1.383 
13.284 .000 
 
Determining 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.654 
656.799 
657.452 
2 
596 
598 
.327 
1.102 
.297 .743 
 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.108 
722.196 
722.304 
2 
596 
598 
.054 
1.212 
.045 .956 
 
 
Table 4.22 shows that the main difference with regard to the actual purpose of teacher 
evaluation for professional development is found between teachers with less than 10 years 
of experience (M=2.51) and those with between 10 and 20 years of experience (M=2.90) 
and more than 20 years (M= 3.26). That means that the more teaching experience they 
have, the more they see teacher evaluation as a means of promoting professional 
development. This is as important as the significance between groups. The differences also 
	  96 
are relatively large when compared to any differences between the variables regarding 
actual purposes. 
Table 4.22:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for actual purpose, experience groups 
Actual purpose: professional development  
 
N Mean Mean Difference 
Between 10 
and 20 
More than 20 
years 
Experience groups Less than 10 years 285 2.51 .395* .750* 
Between 10 and 20 260 2.90  .355 
More than 20 years 54 3.26   
 
With regard to the desired purposes, the results in Table 4.23 show no significant 
difference between experience groups with regard to the desired purposes for professional 
development, and sanctions and rewards, with a p-value of >.05. However, there is a 
statistically significant difference between experience groups when it comes to teachers’ 
perspectives on the desired purpose for determining performance, with a p-value of .037. 
Table 4.23: ANOVA results of experience group regarding desired purposes 
Desired purpose Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Professional 
development  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
1.339 
421.552 
422.891 
2 
596 
598 
.670 
.707 
.947 .389 
Determining 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.905 
529.915 
535.820 
2 
596 
598 
2.953 
.889 
3.321 .037 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
3.139 
787.055 
790.194 
2 
596 
598 
1.569 
1.321 
1.188 .305 
 
Table 4.24 shows that the main difference with regard to the desired purpose for 
determining performance is found between teachers with less than 10 years of experience 
(M=4.18) and teachers with more than 20 years of experience (M=3.81). The difference is 
relatively large when compared to any differences between all the variables regarding the 
desired purposes, however, both support this purpose. Moreover, there is no difference 
between the two groups ‘between 10 and 20 years’ and ‘more than 20’, which is perhaps 
explained by the small number of teachers among those surveyed with more than 20 years 
of experience.  
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Table 4.24:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for desired purpose, experience groups. 
Desired purpose: determining performance 
 
N Mean Mean Difference 
Between 10 and 
20 
More than 
20 years 
Experience groups Less than 10 years 285 4.18 .060 .361* 
Between 10 and 20 260 4.12  301 
More than 20 years 54 3.81   
 
4.3.1.4 Subjects 
The results of the ANOVA tests in Tables 4.25 and 4.26 indicate that there is no significant 
difference between teachers in terms of subjects taught when it comes to both the actual 
and desired purposes of teacher evaluation, with p >.05. 
Table 4.25: ANOVA results of subjects regarding actual purposes 
Actual purposes Grouping variable Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Professional 
development  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.672 
850.263 
860.935 
6 
592 
598 
1.779 
1.436 
1.238 .285 
 
Determining 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.428 
647.025 
657.452 
6 
592 
598 
1.738 
1.093 
1.590 .148 
 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
14.311 
707.993 
722.304 
6 
592 
598 
2.385 
1.196 
1.994 .065 
 
Table 4.26: ANOVA results of subjects regarding desired purposes 
Desired purposes Grouping variable Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Professional 
development  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
4.552 
418.340 
422.891 
6 
592 
598 
.759 
.707 
1.073 .377 
 
Determining 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.178 
530.642 
535.820 
6 
592 
598 
.863 
.896 
.963 .450 
 
Sanction and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.135 
785.058 
790.194 
6 
592 
598 
.856 
1.326 
.645 .694 
 
 
4.3.2 Tools of teacher evaluation 
4.3.2.1 Gender  
Table 4.27 shows the results of the independent samples t-test for gender regarding the 
teacher evaluation tools that are used. There is no significant difference between male and 
female with regard to most tools. Here, the p-value for each tool is p >.05. However, there 
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is a statistically significant difference between male and female perceptions with regard to 
observation, represented by a p-value of .004. Observation is reported as the tool of teacher 
evaluation that is used more often to evaluate female teachers (M=4.31) than male teachers 
(M=4.08). However, the difference is relatively small between genders and all means are 
above four. 
Table 4.27: The independent samples t-test of gender regarding tools that are used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that are used 
Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
Observation Male 
Female 
210 
389 
4.08 
4.31 
1.00 
.75 
.069 
.038 
.004 
Student achievement Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.01 
2.97 
1.30 
1.20 
.090 
.060 
.668 
Self-evaluation 
 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.63 
2.65 
1.30 
1.20 
.089 
.060 
.816 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.62 
2.59 
1.30 
1.22 
.088 
.062 
.722 
Student evaluation Male 
Female 
210 
389 
1.49 
1.44 
1.00 
.90 
.069 
.045 
.584 
Teacher portfolios Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.80 
3.01 
1.30 
1.31 
.088 
.066 
.065 
 
Similarly, Table 4.28 demonstrates that there is no significant difference between males 
and females with regard to all teacher evaluation tools in terms of what should be used to 
evaluate them. Here, each item is p >.05. 
Table 4.28: The independent samples t-test of gender regarding tools that should be used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that should 
be used 
Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
Observation Male 
Female 
210 
389 
4.10 
4.17 
1.06 
.97 
.073 
.050 
.357 
Student achievement Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.94 
3.88 
1.11 
1.06 
.077 
.054 
.543 
Self-evaluation 
 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.85 
3.86 
1.10 
1.05 
.076 
.053 
.860 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.71 
3.73 
1.20 
1.20 
.083 
.061 
.859 
Student evaluation Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.49 
3.44 
1.42 
1.43 
.098 
.073 
.691 
Teacher portfolios Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.84 
3.91 
1.20 
1.20 
.083 
.060 
.526 
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4.3.2.2 Educational districts  
Table 4.29 shows that there is a statistical difference between educational districts in terms 
of the tools that are used with regard to student achievement (p=.002), self-evaluation 
(p=.028), and student evaluation (p=.0001). Whereas, the p-values for other tools are >.05, 
there is no significant difference between educational districts. 
Table 4.29: ANOVA results of educational districts regarding tools that are used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that are 
used 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Observation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.821 
435.754 
436.574 
2 
596 
598 
.410 
.731 
.561 .571 
 
Student 
achievement 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
19.207 
883.658 
902.865 
2 
596 
598 
9.603 
1.483 
6.477 .002 
 
Self-evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.666 
886.592 
897.259 
2 
596 
598 
5.333 
1.488 
3.585 .028 
 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
1.713 
914.126 
915.840 
2 
596 
598 
.857 
1.534 
.559 .572 
 
Student evaluation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
22.151 
492.514 
514.664 
2 
596 
598 
11.075 
.826 
13.402 .000 
 
Teacher portfolios Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
4.437 
1008.277 
1012.715 
2 
596 
598 
2.219 
1.692 
1.312 .270 
 
 
Table 4.30 shows the differences between educational districts when it comes to the tools 
that are used in teacher evaluation. Teachers in Ahmadi (M=3.21) indicated that student 
achievements is used in evaluating their teaching more so than the teachers in Asimah 
(M=2.75). There is also a difference between teachers in Ahmadi (M=2.77) and in Asimah 
(M=2.44) district when it comes to using self-evaluation. Moreover, teachers in Ahmadi 
(M=1.73) perceive student evaluation to be used more often than do other teachers in other 
educational districts (Asimah: M=1.29; Farwaniya: M=1.36). 
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Table 4.30: Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for tools that are used, educational districts 
Tools: are used 
 
Educational districts N Mean Mean Difference 
Asimah Farwaniya 
Student achievement Ahmadi 192 3.21 459* .247 
Asimah 171 2.75  .212 
Farwaniya 236 2.97   
Self-evaluation Ahmadi 192 2.77 .327* .071 
Asimah 171 2.44  .256 
Farwaniya 236 2.69   
Student evaluation Ahmadi 192 1.73 .448* .378* 
Asimah 171 1.29  .069 
Farwaniya 236 1.36   
 
Table 4.31 indicates that there is a statistical difference between educational districts with 
regard to the extent to which the listed tools should be used in teacher evaluation. Here, 
each item is p <.05.  
Table 4.31: ANOVA results of educational districts regarding tools that should be used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that should 
be used 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Observation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.541 
596.531 
607.072 
2 
596 
598 
5.271 
1.001 
5.266 .005 
 
Student achievement Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
20.313 
676.876 
697.189 
2 
596 
598 
10.156 
1.136 
8.943 .000 
 
Self-evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
24.986 
655.953 
680.938 
2 
596 
598 
12.493 
1.101 
11.351 .000 
 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
17.051 
850.048 
867.098 
2 
596 
598 
8.525 
1.426 
5.977 .003 
 
Student evaluation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
34.550 
1187.937 
1222.487 
2 
596 
598 
17.275 
1.993 
8.667 .000 
 
Teacher portfolios Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
13.276 
831.775 
845.052 
2 
596 
598 
6.638 
1.396 
4.757 .009 
 
 
In Table 4.32, with regard to the tools that should be used in teacher evaluation, a 
difference is found between Farwaniya district and the other educational districts, Ahmadi 
and Asimah. In other words, teachers in Farwaniya are more supportive of using a range of 
tools in their evaluation than teachers in the other districts. The biggest difference between 
educational districts is in the extent to which teachers think self-evaluation and student 
achievement should be used. However, there is no difference between the teachers’ 
perspectives in Farwaniya and in Asimah regarding the use of peer evaluation, student 
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evaluation and teacher portfolios. It should be noted that the mean average for all tools is 
above three or four. 
Table 4.32:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for tools that should be used, educational districts 
Tools: should be used Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Mean Difference 
Asimah Farwaniya 
Observation Ahmadi 192 4.02 0.55 .294* 
Asimah 171 4.07  239* 
Farwaniya 236 4.31   
Student achievement Ahmadi 192 3.68 .172 432* 
Asimah 171 3.85  261* 
Farwaniya 236 4.11   
Self-evaluation Ahmadi 192 3.65 .109 .460* 
Asimah 171 3.75  .352* 
Farwaniya 236 4.11   
Peer evaluation for formative 
purpose 
Ahmadi 192 3.52 .186 .400* 
Asimah 171 3.70  .213 
Farwaniya 236 3.92   
Student evaluation Ahmadi 192 3.14 .310 .571* 
Asimah 171 3.45  .262 
Farwaniya 236 3.71   
Teacher portfolios Ahmadi 192 3.70 .168 .353* 
Asimah 171 3.87  .185 
Farwaniya 236 4.05   
 
4.3.2.3 Years of teaching experience 
Table 4.33 shows that there is a statistically significant difference between the groups of 
teachers in terms of the experience groups with regard to their views on the majority tools 
that are used in their evaluation. Here, students’ achievements, self-evaluation, peer 
evaluation, and students’ evaluation are p <.05, whereas there is no significant difference 
between teachers in terms of experience groups when it comes to the use of teachers’ 
portfolios and observations as tools (p >.05). There are more differences between 
experience groups regarding tools that are used than are found for the other variables. 
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Table 4.33: ANOVA Results of experience group regarding tools that are used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that are 
used 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Observation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
4.170 
432.404 
436.574 
2 
596 
598 
2.085 
.726 
2.874 .057 
 
Student achievement Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
34.188 
868.677 
902.865 
2 
596 
598 
17.094 
1.458 
11.728 .000 
 
Self-evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
19.701 
877.558 
897.259 
2 
596 
598 
9.851 
1.472 
6.690 .001 
 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
17.466 
898.374 
915.840 
2 
596 
598 
8.733 
1.507 
5.794 .003 
 
Student evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
7.691 
506.973 
514.664 
2 
596 
598 
3.846 
.851 
4.521 .011 
 
Teacher portfolios Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
8.615 
1004.099 
1012.715 
2 
596 
598 
4.308 
1.685 
2.557 .078 
 
 
With regards to using student achievement, self-evaluation and peer evaluation as tools, 
Table 4.34 shows differences between teachers with less than 10 years of experience and 
teachers with between 10 and 20 and with more than 20 years of experience. Therefore, it 
appears that teachers with more experience participate in teacher evaluation through self- 
and peer evaluation more often than those with less experience. They also seem to think 
that students participate in evaluating them and that student achievement is used as an 
indicator of their performance more so than less experienced teachers. 
Table 4.34:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for tools that are used, experience groups 
Tools: are used Grouping variable N Mean Mean Difference 
Between 10 to 
20 
More 20 years 
Student 
achievement 
Less than 10 years 285 2.74 .452* .578* 
Between 10 and 20 260 3.19  .126 
More than 20 years 54 3.31   
Self-evaluation Less than 10 years 285 2.46 .325* .485* 
Between 10 and 20 260 2.78  .160 
More than 20 years 54 2.94   
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose 
Less than 10 years 285 2.43 .295* .479* 
Between 10 and 20 260 2.72  .184 
More than 20 years 54 2.91   
Student evaluation Less than 10 years 285 1.37 .213* .076 
Between 10 and 20 260 1.58  .288 
More than 20 years 54 1.30   
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Table 4.35 shows no significant difference between teachers in terms of their experience 
and the extent to which they agree that the various tools should be used in teacher 
evaluation (p >.05) except for two items. The exceptions are with regard to peer evaluation 
(p=.012), and teacher portfolios (p=.023).  
Table 4.35: ANOVA results of experience groups regarding tools that should be used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that 
should be used 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Observation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
1.201 
605.871 
607.072 
2 
596 
598 
.601 
1.017 
.591 .554 
 
Student 
achievement 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
2.241 
694.947 
697.189 
2 
596 
598 
1.121 
1.166 
.961 .383 
 
Self-evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
2.926 
678.013 
680.938 
2 
596 
598 
1.463 
1.138 
1.286 .277 
 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
12.664 
854.435 
867.098 
2 
596 
598 
6.332 
1.434 
4.417 .012 
Student evaluation 
 
Within Groups 
Between Groups 
Total 
6.816 
1215.672 
1222.487 
2 
596 
598 
3.408 
2.040 
1.671  
.189 
Teacher portfolios Within Groups 
Total 
Between Groups 
10.675 
834.377 
845.052 
2 
596 
598 
5.337 
1.400 
3.812  
.023 
 
Table 4.36 shows that differences exist between teachers with less than 10 years of 
experience and teachers with more than 20 years of experience when it comes to peer 
evaluation and teacher portfolios. Here, teachers with less than 10 years of experience 
(M=3.86) support using peer evaluation more than teachers with more than 20 years of 
experience do (M=3.41). Teachers with less than 10 years of experience (M=4.01) support 
using teacher portfolios more than teachers with more than 20 years of experience do 
(M=3.61). It should be noted that the mean average for all tools is above three or four. 
Table 4.36:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for tools that should be used, experience groups 
Tool: should be 
used 
Grouping variable N Mean Mean Difference 
Between 10 to 
20 
More 20 
years 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose 
Less than 10 years 285 3.86 .221 .456* 
Between 10 and 20 260 3.64  .235 
More than 20 years 54 3.41   
Teacher portfolios Less than 10 years 285 4.01 .214 .403* 
Between 10 and 20 260 3.80  .189 
More than 20 years 54 3.61   
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4.3.2.4 Subjects 
Table 4.37 shows no significant difference between teachers in terms of subjects regarding 
tools that are used in their evaluation. The p-value for each tool is >0.05, with the 
exception of two items. By contrast, there are statistical differences between subjects when 
it comes to the degree to which self-evaluation and portfolios are used as tools in teacher 
evaluation. For this, p <.05. 
Table 4.37: ANOVA results of subjects regarding tools that are used 
Tools of teacher evaluation 
that are used 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Observation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
4.464 
432.110 
436.574 
6 
592 
598 
.744 
.730 
1.019 .412 
 
Student achievement Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.515 
897.349 
902.865 
6 
592 
598 
.919 
1.516 
.606 .725 
 
Self-evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
30.419 
866.839 
897.259 
6 
592 
598 
5.070 
1.464 
3.462 .002 
 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
8.762 
907.078 
915.840 
6 
592 
598 
1.460 
1.532 
.953 .456 
 
Student evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
2.217 
512.447 
514.664 
6 
592 
598 
.370 
.866 
.427 .861 
 
Teacher portfolios Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
25.570 
987.144 
1012.715 
6 
592 
598 
4.262 
1.667 
2.556 .019 
 
 
The post hoc analyses presented in Table 4.38 reveal that the main differences are found 
between English teachers (M=2.24) and Islamic Studies teachers (M=2.78), and Social 
Studies teachers (M=2.90) and Computer Science teachers (M=3.19), with regard to using 
self-evaluation in their evaluation. English teachers rate their participation in their 
evaluation via self-evaluation lower than the others teachers.  
 
Meanwhile, the difference between Islamic Studies teachers (M=2.69) and Computer 
Science teachers (M=3.58) with regard to teacher portfolios reveals that Computer Science 
teachers think that teacher portfolios are used as an aspect of their evaluation more so than 
Islamic Studies teachers do.  
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Table 4.38:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for tools that are used, subjects 
Tools: are 
used 
Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Mean Difference 
English Islamic Science Math Social Computer 
Self 
evaluation 
Arabic 132 2.57 .332 .216 .144 .054 .330 .624 
English 93 2.24  .547* .476 .386 .622* .956* 
Islamic 111 2.78   .071 .161 .115 .409 
Science 80 2.71    .090 .186 .480 
Math 98 2.62     .276 .570 
Social 59 2.90      .294 
Computer 26 3.19       
Teacher 
portfolios 
Arabic 132 3.03 .192 .337 .093 .194 .207 .547 
English 93 2.84  .145 .099 .002 .399 .738 
Islamic 111 2.69   .244 .143 .544 .883* 
Science 80 2.94    .101 .300 .639 
Math 98 2.84     .401 .740 
Social 59 3.24      .340 
Computer 26 3.58       
 
Table 4.39 shows that there are statistical differences between teacher in terms of subjects 
regarding the extent to which each of the tools should be used in teacher evaluation. Here, 
each tool is either p <.01 or p <.05. The differences within this variable regarding the tools 
that should be used are greater when compared to other variables and equal when 
compared to the educational districts. 
 
Table 4.39: ANOVA results of subjects regarding tools that should be used 
Tools of teacher 
evaluation that should 
be used 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Observation Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
15.168 
591.904 
607.072 
6 
592 
598 
2.528 
1.000 
2.528 .020 
 
Student achievements Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
19.852 
677.337 
697.189 
6 
592 
598 
3.309 
1.144 
2.892 .009 
 
Self-evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
14.408 
666.530 
680.938 
6 
592 
598 
2.401 
1.126 
2.133 .048 
 
Peer evaluation for 
formative purpose  
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
22.548 
844.551 
867.098 
6 
592 
598 
3.758 
1.427 
2.634 .016 
 
Student evaluation 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
34.785 
1187.702 
1222.487 
6 
592 
598 
5.798 
2.006 
2.890 .009 
 
Teacher portfolios Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
24.097 
820.954 
845.052 
6 
592 
598 
4.016 
1.387 
2.896 .009 
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Table 4.40 shows the differences between the opinions of Arabic teachers and others 
teachers regarding the extent to which tools should be used in their evaluation. Arabic 
teachers generally support the use of observation, student achievement, self-evaluation, 
and peer evaluation more so than the other subject teachers do.  
 
The exceptions are with regard to teacher portfolio between Math teachers (M=3.65) and 
both Arabic teachers (M=4.04) and Islamic Studies teachers (M=4.08). Moreover, it is 
revealed that Islamic Studies teachers support using student evaluation (M=3.57) more so 
than their colleagues who teach Computer Science (M=2.81).  
Table 4.40:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for tools that should be used, subjects 
Tools: should be 
used 
Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Mean Difference 
English Islamic Science Math Social Computer 
Observation Arabic 132 4.37 .448* .120 .368 .226 .055 .164 
English 93 3.92  .273 .025 .167 .393* .229 
Islamic 111 4.20   .248 .106 .175 .044 
Science 80 3.95    .142 .423 .204 
Math 98 4.09     .281 .62 
Social 59 4.32      .219 
Computer 26 4.15       
Student 
achievements 
Arabic 132 4.17 .210 .203 .442 .514* .319 .474 
English 93 3.96  .007 .232 .304 .110 .265 
Islamic 111 3.96   .239 .311 .117 .272 
Science 80 3.73    .072 .122 .033 
Math 98 3.65     .194 .039 
Social 59 3.85      .155 
Computer 26 3.69       
Self-
evaluation 
Arabic 132 4.06 .136 .115 .411* .326 .417* .253 
English 93 3.92  .021 .275 .190 .281 .117 
Islamic 111 3.95   .296 .211 .302 .138 
Science 80 3.65    .085 .006 .158 
Math 98 3.73     .091 .073 
Social 59 3.64      .164 
Computer 26 3.81       
Peer 
evaluation for 
formative 
purpose 
Arabic 132 3.91 .038 .071 .309 .470* .180 .640 
English 93 3.87  .033 .271 .432 .142 .602 
Islamic 111 3.84   .238 .399 .109 .569 
Science 80 3.60    .161 .129 .311 
Math 98 3.44     .290 .170 
Social 59 3.73      .460 
Computer 26 3.27       
Student 
evaluation 
Arabic 132 3.59 .032 .157 .403 .366 .133 .783 
English 93 3.56  .189 .372 .335 .102 .751 
Islamic 111 3.75   .560 .523 .290 .940* 
Science 80 3.19    .037 .270 .380 
Math 98 3.22     .233 .417 
Social 59 3.46      .650 
Computer 26 2.81       
Teacher 
portfolios 
Arabic 132 4.04 .188 .043 .375 .477* .047 .192 
English 93 3.85  .232 .187 .288 .235 .003 
Islamic 111 4.08   .419 .520* .004 .235 
Science 80 3.66    .101 .422 .184 
Math 98 3.56     .524 .285 
Social 59 4.08      .239 
Computer 26 3.85       
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4.3.3The involvement of evaluators in teacher evaluation 
4.3.3.1 Gender 
The results of the independent sample t-tests are shown in Table 4.41. There is no 
significant difference between female and male teachers in terms of the role of evaluators 
and rating the value of their role. The p-value for each is >.05. 
Table 4.41: The independent samples t-test of gender for the involvement of evaluators. 
Involvement of 
evaluators 
Grouping 
variable 
 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
Role of head 
teachers 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.10 
3.16 
1.06 
.95 
.073 
.048 
 
.521 
Value of head 
teachers 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.01 
3.02 
1.22 
1.01 
.084 
.051 
 
.922 
Role of inspectors Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.02 
2.95 
1.15 
1.00 
.079 
.050 
 
.459 
 
.589 
Value of inspectors Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.81 
2.76 
1.26 
1.18 
.087 
.060 
Role of heads of 
departments 
Male 
Female 
187 
361 
3.53 
3.53 
1.01 
.88 
.074 
.046 
 
.993 
Value of heads of 
departments 
Male 
Female 
187 
361 
3.46 
3.59 
1.10 
1.00 
.079 
.052 
 
.184 
 
4.3.3.2 Educational districts 
The results of the ANOVA test in Table 4.42 indicate no statistically significant difference 
between teachers in educational districts with regard to both the roles and the rating of the 
value of these roles for heads of departments and inspectors (>.05). 
 
However, there is a statistical difference between teachers in educational districts with 
regard to the role of head teachers and rating the value of the head teachers’ role. The p-
value is p=.0001 for the role of head teachers, and the p-value is p=.023 for rating the 
value of the head teachers’ role. 
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Table 4.42: ANOVA results of educational districts for the involvement of evaluators 
Involvement of 
evaluators 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Role of head 
teachers 
Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
19.089 
570.277 
589.366 
2 
596 
598 
9.545 
.957 
9.975 .000 
Value of head 
teachers 
 
Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
8.975 
701.105 
710.079 
2 
596 
598 
4.487 
1.176 
3.815 .023 
Role of inspectors 
 
Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
6.197 
665.476 
671.673 
2 
596 
598 
3.098 
1.117 
2.775 .063 
Value of inspectors Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
3.693 
881.170 
884.864 
2 
596 
598 
1.847 
1.478 
1.249 .288 
 
Role of heads of 
departments 
Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.780 
474.940 
475.720 
2 
545 
547 
.390 
.871 
.477 .639 
 
Value of heads of 
departments 
Between 
Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
2.705 
583.787 
586.492 
2 
545 
547 
1.352 
1.071 
1.263 .284 
 
 
Table 4.43 shows that teachers in Ahmadi (M=3.40) recognise the participation of head 
teachers in their evaluation more so than teachers in Asimah (M=3.02) and teachers in the 
Farwaniya (M=3.01) districts. Thereby, Ahmadi teachers rate the value of the head 
teachers’ role as more valuable than do the teachers in other educational districts. 
Table 4.43:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for the involvement of evaluators, educational 
districts 
Involvement of evaluators 
 
Grouping 
variable  
N Mean Mean Difference 
Asimah Farwaniya 
Role of head teacher Ahmadi 192 3.40 .371* .389* 
Asimah 171 3.02  .017 
Farwaniya 236 3.01   
Value of head teachers’ role Ahmadi 192 3.13 .304* .079 
Asimah 171 2.83  .225 
Farwaniya 236 3.05   
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4.3.3.3 Years of teaching experience 
 
The results of the ANOVA test in Table 4.44 show that there is no statistical difference 
between the experience groups in terms of either the role or rating of the value of head 
teachers and heads of departments, with p-values of >.05 for each. However, there is a 
statistical difference between the experience groups with regard to the role of inspectors 
(p=.008) and rating the value of the inspectors’ role (p=.001).  
Table 4.44: ANOVA results of experience groups for the involvement of evaluators 
Involvement of 
evaluators 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Role of head teachers Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.276 
584.090 
589.366 
2 
596 
598 
2.638 
.980 
2.692 .069 
 
Value of head teachers 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.218 
704.861 
710.079 
2 
596 
598 
2.609 
1.183 
2.206 .111 
 
Role of inspectors 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.884 
660.789 
671.673 
2 
596 
598 
5.442 
1.109 
4.909 .008 
 
Value of inspectors Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
20.756 
864.108 
884.864 
2 
596 
598 
10.378 
1.450 
7.158 .001 
 
Role of heads of 
departments 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.834 
474.886 
475.720 
2 
545 
547 
.417 
.871 
.478 .620 
 
Value of heads of 
departments 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.346 
586.146 
586.492 
2 
545 
547 
.173 
1.075 
.161 .851 
 
 
Table 4.45 shows that teachers with more experience are more likely than teachers with 
less experience to perceive inspectors as being more involved in teacher evaluation 
through their discussions with them both before and after observation and by providing 
written feedback. Therefore, teachers with more experience rate the value of the 
inspectors’ role more highly than it is rated by less experienced teachers.  
Table 4.45:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for the involvement of evaluators, experience groups 
Involvement of 
evaluators 
Grouping variable N Mean Mean Difference 
Between  
10 and 20 
More than 20 
years 
Role of 
inspector 
Less than 10 years 285 2.85 .178 .450* 
Between 10 and 20 260 3.03  .271 
More than 20 years 54 3.30   
Value of 
inspector 
Less than 10 years 285 2.59 .332* .499* 
Between 10 and 20 260 2.92  .166 
More than 20 years 54 3.09   
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4.3.3.3 Subjects 
Table 4.46 indicates that there is a significant different between subjects with regard to the 
role of head teachers and heads of departments and the value of their role. Each scale is p 
>.05.  By contrast, there are no significant differences between subjects with regard to the 
role of inspectors and the value of the inspectors’ role (p <.05). 
 
Table 4.46: ANOVA results of subjects for the involvement of evaluators. 
Involvement of 
evaluators 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of Squares df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Role of head 
teachers 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
15.931 
573.435 
589.366 
6 
592 
598 
2.655 
.969 
2.741 .012 
Value of head 
teachers 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
28.451 
681.628 
710.079 
6 
592 
598 
4.742 
1.151 
4.118 .000 
Role of 
inspectors 
 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
10.993 
660.680 
671.673 
6 
592 
598 
1.832 
1.116 
1.642 .133 
Value of 
inspectors 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
12.075 
872.789 
884.864 
6 
592 
598 
2.013 
1.474 
1.365 .227 
Role of heads of 
departments 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
22.704 
453.016 
475.720 
6 
541 
547 
3.784 
.837 
4.519 .000 
Value of heads of 
departments 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
29.639 
556.853 
586.492 
6 
541 
547 
4.940 
1.029 
4.799 .000 
 
Table 4.47 shows that the main difference between subjects with regard to the role of head 
teachers is between English teachers (M=2.86) and Social Studies teachers (M=3.39). This 
indicates that English teachers see head teachers as less involved in their evaluation than 
Social Studies teachers do. English teachers (M=2.62) rate the value of the head teachers’ 
role lower than do Social Studies teachers (M=3.37), Arabic teachers (M=3.17), and 
Islamic Studies teachers (M=3.09). 
 
The greatest mean difference between subjects with regard to the role of heads of 
departments is between Computer Science teachers (M=2.87), who see heads of 
departments as less involved than Social Studies teachers (M=3.94), Arabic teachers 
(M=3.62), and Islamic Studies teachers (M=3.59).  
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The greatest mean difference between subjects with regard to rating the value of heads of 
departments is found between Computer Science teachers (M=2.88), who rate their value 
as less than do Arabic teachers (M=3.69), Islamic teachers (M=3.70), and Social Studies 
teachers (M=3.92).  
Table 4.47:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for the involvement of evaluators, subjects 
Involvement 
of evaluators 
Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Mean Difference 
English Islamic Science Math Social Computer 
Role of head 
teachers 
Arabic 132 3.21 .352 .023 .001 .240 .175 .142 
English 93 2.86  .375 .353 .112 .528* .209 
Islamic 111 3.24   .022 .263 .152 .166 
Science 80 3.22    .241 .174 .143 
Math 98 2.97     .415 .097 
Social 59 3.39      .318 
Computer 26 3.07       
Value of 
head 
teachers 
Arabic 132 3.17 .552* .089 .170 .315 .193 .025 
English 93 2.62  .462* .381 .236 .745* .526 
Islamic 111 3.09   .081 .226 .282 .063 
Science 80 3.00    .144 .364 .145 
Math 98 2.86     .508 .289 
Social 59 3.37      .219 
Computer 26 3.15       
Role of 
heads of 
departments 
Arabic 127 3.62 .150 .032 .196 .225 .310 .754* 
English 87 3.47  .118 .045 .074 .461 .603 
Islamic 101 3.59   .164 .192 .342 .722* 
Science 70 3.43    .028 .506* .558 
Math 89 3.40     .535* .529 
Social 50 3.94      1.06* 
Computer 24 2.87       
Value of 
heads of 
departments 
Arabic 127 3.69 .310 .019 .385 .192 .236 .801* 
English 87 3.37  .330 .074 .118 .547* .490 
Islamic 101 3.70   .404 .211 .217 .820* 
Science 70 3.30    .193 .621 .415 
Math 89 3.49     .428 .609 
Social 50 3.92      1.03* 
Computer 24 2.88       
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4.3.4 The extent to which the current system supports teachers 
4.3.4.1 Gender 
Table 4.48 shows that there is no statistically significant difference between female and 
male teachers regarding their perception of how well the system supports them in their 
performance development, where the p-value for each scale is p >.05. However, there is a 
statistical difference between gender with regard to the extent to which the system supports 
the awarding of promotions and rewards. The p-value is .0001 and reflects that female 
teachers (M=3.50) believe that the current system supports them in being granted 
promotions and rewards more than male teachers (M=3.09). 
Table 4.48: The independent samples t-test of gender for the system supports teachers. 
The system 
supports  
Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
p-value 
Development of 
performance  
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
2.94 
2.87 
1.12 
1.20 
.077 
.059 
.442 
Promotions and 
rewards 
Male 
Female 
210 
389 
3.09 
3.50 
1.16 
1.06 
.080 
.053 
.000 
 
4.3.4.2 Educational districts 
The results of the ANOVA test in Table 4.49 show that there are no significant differences 
between educational districts with regard to the extent to which the system supports both 
development of performance, and the awarding of promotions and rewards scales. Here, 
the p-values for all scales are greater than .05. 
Table 4.49: ANOVA results of educational districts for the system supports teachers. 
The system 
supports 
Grouping variable Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Development of 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
.516 
803.703 
804.219 
2 
596 
598 
.258 
1.348 
.191 .826 
Promotions and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
5.752 
737.636 
743.387 
2 
596 
598 
2.876 
1.238 
2.324 .099 
 
4.3.4.3 Years of teaching experience 
Table 4.50 shows that statistically significant differences between teachers’ perceptions of 
the extent to which the system supports them in developing their performance according to 
levels of experience; the p-value for scale is p=.0001. By contrast, no significant 
differences are found in perceptions of the extent to which the system supports the 
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awarding of promotions and rewards between the groups’ experience levels, where the p-
value is p >.05. 
Table 4.50: ANOVA results of experience groups for the system supports teachers. 
The system 
supports 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Development of 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
34.718 
769.501 
804.219 
2 
596 
598 
17.359 
1.291 
13.445 .000 
Promotions and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
4.017 
739.370 
743.387 
2 
596 
598 
2.008 
1.241 
1.619 .199 
 
Table 4.51 shows that teachers with more experience believe that the current system 
supports them in developing their performance when compared to teachers with less 
experience. The greatest mean differences are between teachers with less than 10 years’ 
experience (M=2.67) and teachers with more than 20 years of experience (M=3.44).  
Table 4.51:  Tukey’s HSD post hoc test for the system supports teachers, experience groups  
 
4.3.4.4 Subjects 
The results of the ANOVA test in Table 4.52 show no significant difference between 
subjects with regard to the extent to which the system supports both development in 
performance, and the awarding of promotions and rewards. Here, each scale is p >0.05. 
Table 4.52: ANOVA results of subjects for the system supports teachers. 
The system 
supports 
Grouping 
variable 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F p-value 
Development of 
performance 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
12.356 
791.863 
804.219 
6 
592 
598 
2.059 
1.338 
1.540 .163 
Promotions and 
rewards 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
7.017 
736.371 
743.387 
6 
592 
598 
1.169 
1.244 
.940 .465 
The system supports Grouping 
variable 
N Mean Mean Difference 
Between 10 
and 20 
More 
than 20 
years 
Development of 
performance 
Less than 10 years 285 2.67 .355* .767* 
Between 10 and 20 260 3.03  .411* 
More than 20 years 54 3.44   
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4.3.5 Summary of inferential statistics 
Table 4.53 organises the differences in terms of each item and scale, with regard to four 
variables: gender, educational districts, experience, and subjects. It can be seen that the 
most statistically significant differences with regard to the purpose, either actual or desired, 
are found between educational districts and groups of teachers with different amounts of 
teaching experience.  
 
With regard to the statistical differences in the tools that are used, these are found between 
all variables. As for the tools that should be used, the statistical differences are found 
between educational districts, experience groups and subjects taught.  With regard to the 
statistical differences regarding the involvement of the evaluators, statistical differences 
are found between educational districts, experience groups and subjects.   
 
When it comes to the extent to which the system supports teacher in developing their 
performance, the differences occur primarily according to the number of years of teaching 
experience. As for the extent to which the system supports the awarding of promotions and 
rewards, the main difference can be found according to gender. 
 
The implications of the differences found in teachers’ responses through the analysis of the 
quantitative data will be discussed in chapter 8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  115 
Table 4.53: Summary of inferential statistics 
 
G
en
de
r 
E
du
ca
tio
na
l 
di
st
ri
ct
s 
E
xp
er
ie
nc
e 
Su
bj
ec
ts
 
The actual purposes Professional development  * **  
Determining performance     
Sanction and rewards  *   
 
The desired purposes Professional development  *   
Determining performance   *  
Sanction and rewards     
 
Tools: are used Observation **    
Students’ achievements  ** **  
Self-evaluation  * ** ** 
Peer evaluation ‘formative’   **  
Students’ evaluation  ** *  
Teachers’ portfolios    * 
 
Tools: should be used Observation  **  * 
Students’ achievements  **  ** 
Self-evaluation  **  * 
Peer-evaluation  ** * * 
Students’ evaluation  **  ** 
Teachers’ portfolios  ** * ** 
 
The role of evaluators Head teachers  **  * 
Inspectors   **  
Heads of departments    ** 
  
Rating the value of the 
evaluators’ role 
Head teachers  *  ** 
Inspectors   **  
Heads of departments    ** 
  
The system supports Development of performance    **  
Promotions and rewards  **    
*p < 0.05  // **p < 0.01 
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Chapter Five: The Perspectives of Head Teachers and 
Inspectors on the Current Teacher Evaluation System 
 
5.1 Introduction  
As stated in Chapter Three, inspectors’ and head teachers’ perspectives on the current 
teacher evaluation system were collected via semi-structured interviews.  
 
In the analysis, data collected from the interviews were divided into three main themes, 
which were further divided into sub-themes. The main themes are: the purposes of teacher 
evaluation (the actual and desired purposes); the tools of teacher evaluation (tools that are 
used and that participants think should be used); and the evaluator’s role in teacher 
evaluation. Each of these themes will be discussed below. Outcomes of the interviews with 
head teachers will be considered first, followed by the outcomes of the interviews with 
inspectors. Table (5.1) lists the participants’ (fictive) names, gender and years of teaching 
experience. 
Table 5.1: Name of  interviewees and their teaching experience 
Head Teacher Gender Experience 
Awatf F 29 years 
Ghadeer F 29 years 
Hasah F 23 years 
Loui M 29 years 
Maharb M 35 years 
Mariam F 34 years 
Noriah F 27 years 
Shafah F 33 years 
Waleed M 22 years 
Inspector Gender Experience 
Abdualkreem M 16 years 
Ali M 19 years 
Alia F 17 years 
Fahad M 25 years 
Hada F 21 years 
Hadel F 17 years 
Mohammed M 21 years 
Mubarak M 28 years 
Nawaf M 20 years 
Noor F 26 years 
Salwa F 30 years 
Wafa F 25 years 
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5.2 Head teachers  
This section presents an analysis of the data collected from interviews with nine head 
teachers in primary schools. The analysis is based on an examination of the answers that 
they held in common and those that differed. 
5.2.1 The purposes of teacher evaluation   
5.2.1.1 The actual purposes of teacher evaluation 
Head teachers were asked about the purposes served by the current system. The common 
answers given by head teachers is that the current teacher evaluation system is 
concentrated on summative purposes, namely, all head teachers reported that they and 
other evaluators evaluate teachers in order to annually determine the individual teacher’s 
performance as weak, good, very good, or outstanding. Head teachers submit final reports 
about the individual teacher’s performance to the MOE on behalf of CSC at the end of the 
school year, based upon which decisions are made regarding a teacher’s promotion, salary 
scale, and annual bonus to be given as a reward, if appropriate, or sanctions to be made. In 
extremis, this might mean transferring the teacher to a non-teaching role or lead to their 
dismissal. For example, Waleed explained: 
 
I work with inspectors and heads of departments to identify individual teacher 
performance each year and give a rating. Then, based on our decision the MOE 
makes decisions and thus teachers will be awarded increases in the salary scale, 
promotions, annual bonus, or either dismissal or referral to a non-teaching job.  
 
Heads teacher were asked how the MOE uses the teacher evaluation reports in imposing 
sanctions and giving rewards. All nine head teachers reported that a teacher has to achieve 
an outstanding grade to gain a promotion or a reward. For example, Maharb stated “the 
MOE started applying new regulations to the Teacher Salary Scale no. 28/2011. Teachers 
have to achieve an outstanding performance in order to obtain salary increases”.  Mariam 
also explained that: 
 
Based on the final teacher evaluation report that is outstanding, I and other 
heads of departments or inspectors have awarded promotions (to become head 
of department then inspector or head teacher). Furthermore, there is an annual 
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bonus given to all teachers who achieved an outstanding performance based on 
their teacher evaluation. 
 
If a teacher’s performance is evaluated as weak, on the other hand, sanction will be taken 
against that teacher. For example, Ghadeer stated “if a teacher had been evaluated as weak 
during their evaluation - three consecutive years for Kuwaiti teachers or one year for 
foreign teachers - that teacher will be dismissed or forced to leave teaching for other 
administrative work”.  
 
Other factors emerged as important sub-themes that influence the use of current teacher 
evaluation system for professional development: lack of openness; lack of motivation with 
regards professional development; focus on non-teaching duties in the evaluation; lack of 
collaboration between head teacher and inspector 
 
First, the regulations regarding teacher evaluation state that teachers are not informed 
about their evaluation as the final report must be kept confidential. Eight head teachers 
mentioned that keeping the reports confidential hinders the use of the current system of 
teacher evaluation in improving and developing teachers. For example, Waleed asked, 
“How can I support teachers to develop or improve their performance with regulations 
that state that teacher evaluation must be kept confidential from the teachers themselves?” 
In order to circumvent this rule, some head teachers provide specific feedback after 
observation that includes advice and suggestions to teachers about their performance 
throughout the school year. Shafah, for example, stated: 
 
 I provide advice, suggestions, and highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the 
teacher’s performance immediately after classroom observation, but it is still a 
personal initiative; but in the end, I cannot do that for teachers, as their 
evaluation details must be kept confidential. 
 
Ghadeer felt head teachers should provide feedback to teachers after observation; however, 
this simply consists of a standardised observation checklist of what head teachers have 
observed inside the classroom. So she also helps teachers by providing advice, 
recommendations, and information that is not included in the official checklist. 
Meanwhile, Hasah believes that providing feedback to teachers cannot replace the 
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importance of the final reports about their performance: “feedback is an attempt, but to be 
honest, does not equal our ambition or is the best way of improving teaching as it would be 
if teachers could receive the final report of their performance”. Awatf also pointed out that 
feedback tends to focus on what is observed inside the classroom, and thus makes little 
improvement regarding pedagogy, classroom management or questioning techniques. 
 
The second sub-theme to emerge is the lack of motivation to attend further training and 
workshops despite inspection departments providing training courses and workshops for 
teachers on behalf of the educational districts. All head teachers stated that teachers are not 
obliged to attend these courses. However, weak teachers (teachers whose performance has 
been evaluated as weak) are obliged to attend training courses designed by the inspection 
departments or other departments in educational districts, or other schools, to improve their 
performance. Inspectors are expected to create a training plan and enhance supervision for 
these teachers before making the decision to either dismiss them or refer them if they do not 
improve. Mariam stated: 
 
We cannot force outstanding or good teachers to improve or develop their 
performance and attend training courses, only weak teachers are obliged to 
improve their performance and attend either courses or training to avoid 
dismissal or transfer to a non-teaching job.  
 
Shafah also confirmed “… with good and outstanding teachers, evaluators choose which of 
them attend courses, but neither schools nor inspectors can oblige those teachers to attend 
because course attendance is not accounted for in their evaluation”. Loui pointed out 
another reason for teachers not attending these courses: most courses are conducted during 
school hours and therefore few teachers are able to fit attendance of these courses in with 
their daily responsibilities and many teaching sessions per day.   
 
With regards to non-teaching duties, three head teachers shared the common view that 
some head teachers or inspectors concentrate more on non-teaching duties than on teaching 
or other parts of teacher performance in the evaluation. Loui, Waleed and Mariam all stated 
that some evaluators only focus on the degree to which a teacher has cooperated with 
school management and their involvement in organising school activities when carrying out 
a teacher evaluation. This leads some teachers to focus on organising school activities in 
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order to obtain an outstanding performance grade, more than seeking to improve or develop 
their teaching performance. For example, Mariam stated:  
 
Some head teachers focus on what activities teachers have organised, to show up 
their own schools to other school and district. This leads teachers to not care 
about learning or teaching if they do some activities for school, in order to be 
rated as outstanding.  
 
The final sub-theme to emerge was the lack of collaboration between head teacher and 
inspector. According to Loui, there are many problems associated with inspectors visiting 
two to three times a year and trying to impose their views on teacher performance rather 
than collaborating with head teachers and thus the feedback provided can often be 
inconsistent with regards to what exactly needs to be improved or developed in order to get 
an outstanding grade. 
5.2.1.2 Head teachers’ desired purposes for teacher evaluation  
Head teachers were asked about what purposes should ideally guide teacher evaluation. On 
this question, all head teachers concurred that teacher evaluation should comprise both 
summative purposes and professional development. The shared view was that teacher 
evaluation should be used to make decisions about underperforming teachers, and give 
promotions to teachers as recognition. Teacher evaluation should develop performance, 
and thus improve students’ learning. For example, Awatf explained, “Professional 
development is needed to draw the map for teachers to improve and develop their 
practice”. Ghadeer also stated: 
 
I would use teacher evaluation to support teachers with skills to teach, 
encourage teachers to develop. This will help and lead to high-quality teaching, 
and thus improve students’ learning, since teachers are one of the most 
important principles regarding the quality of education.  
 
Furthermore, as Loui explained, “summative evaluation is needed in teacher evaluation to 
protect the rights of teachers in awarding rewards and promotions”. Maharb added 
“Sanctions and rewards could encourage teachers to do a great job to obtain promotions 
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and avoid any sanction. With some teachers, if there is no sanction they may not be hard-
working”. 
 
Head teachers were next asked what was needed to achieve these purposes. The following 
points were raised. 
 
First, seven head teachers returned to the issue of the final evaluation and thought the final 
detailed report should be given to the individual teacher. A common argument was that 
teachers would become more aware of what they have achieved and what they need to 
improve upon, while encouraging outstanding teachers to maintain that level. For example, 
Noriah argued that “if teachers know what they have achieved and need to improve on, 
they will think and start to self-reflect on how to become outstanding teachers”. Shafah 
also stated that:  
 
The final detailed evaluation report will be a mirror for teachers: teachers will 
know what they’ve achieved; what they need to improve or develop, etc. For 
outstanding teachers, they will be happy after they see their achievement at the 
end, then it can motivate them to continue to do such great work in the next year.  
 
On the other hand, Loui considered a different approach to providing the final report:  
 
I prefer only to provide the criteria of teacher performance with comments - no 
score ratings. ‘Scores must be kept confidential’. I think providing the report in 
detail will cause problems for head teachers and their teachers. For example, a 
teacher will ask why 70 not 90, or some teachers will not collaborate with school 
management in the next year as they were given a low score. 
 
By contrast, Maharb prefers providing only a mid-year report that includes details (with a 
score) about a teacher’s performance after the first semester, and believes that the reports 
at the end of the school year including further details and a score, should be kept 
confidential. Asked if he prefers this way because of potential problems that he would face 
by providing the final report about a teacher’s performance, he responded: 
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This is my decision about the teacher, and I prefer to keep that confidential. It is 
not about making problems for me with teachers. I would not like teachers to 
know what I am saying about their performance. Teachers will know if they did 
not achieve an outstanding performance by their opportunities to be promoted, 
their salary scale and their annual bonus.    
 
Other head teachers were also asked whether reforming the system would cause problems, 
such as less collaboration with school management or personal problems when teacher do 
not get the score they are expecting. They pointed out that the head teachers would not 
have problems providing a final report to teachers since everything would be made clearer 
by showing them their strengths and weaknesses. Hasah thought that detailed teacher 
reports might lead to initial problems with teachers who do not accept criticism, but that in 
time, teachers would accept the process and that when the report shows teachers their 
strengths and weaknesses, the purpose of the exercise would become evident to them.  
 
With regards to training courses and professional development activities, Shafah suggested 
that these should be organised by inspection departments in the educational districts based 
on the final reports of the teacher evaluation, so as to meet the teachers’ needs, “leading to 
an improvement in terms of weaknesses, building on their strengths, and keeping teachers 
up-to-date”. She added “Sometimes our subject departments in school receive invitations 
from the inspection departments for courses on how to use a computer, yet many teachers 
in our school have (International Computer Driving Licence) and use smart devices 
(iPads) in their classes”. In other words, courses are often not appropriate for many 
teachers or do not meet the needs of many teachers.  
 
In Waleed’s view, there should be financial support for schools to organise such 
workshops and training for the whole school and these could be designed by heads of 
departments or head teachers, based on the teachers’ needs: 
 
With financial support, school staff will be able to keep teachers up-to-date via 
some courses in school that are considered suitable for the teachers and 
teachers will be able to attend as it is in our school, and thus our own courses 
may more easily meet our teachers’ needs.  
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Noriah agreed “Schools need financial support to organise training courses and schools 
should also have the freedom to collaborate with some private agencies. These are able to 
assist us, as school staff, to organise different types of courses”. She explained that as they 
work in public schools, head teachers are not able to collaborate with private agencies or 
accept donations from agencies without permission from the MOE, which can take a long 
time to obtain. Therefore, school staff  “depend on support from academic staff at Kuwait 
University as this is a government university, and schools just need permission from the 
educational activities director in the district”.  
 
There was also a call for more explicit and strict sanctions for teachers. Waleed thought 
these should potentially lead to dismissal when a teacher does not perform well, and that 
other rewards should be available in addition to money or promotions which lead indirectly 
to professional development, such as scholarships and travel bursaries to attend 
conferences: “those are needed to motivate teachers to perform well and increase the 
commitment to work”. When asked about the meaning of explicit sanctions, he explained 
“Sanctions must be applied after teachers have been given one or two more years to 
improve. The MOE should not postpone a decision because of lack of teachers in 
particular subjects such as Mathematics or Arabic”.  
5.2.2 The tools of teacher evaluation 
 5.2.2.1 The tools of teacher evaluation that are currently being used  
Head teachers were asked about the tools currently being used to evaluate teachers’ 
performance.  
 
Observations and teacher portfolios are used, with all nine head teachers in this study 
stating that observation is always used in teacher evaluation. For example, Hasah stated “ I 
observe teachers’ practice inside the classroom three times in one semester”. They also 
commonly take into account teacher’s portfolios to get information about a teacher’s 
activities and achievements during the school year.  For example, Maharb stated “I use 
portfolios at the end of the first semester and at the end of school year”. 
 
Shafah, Ghadeer, Awatf, Hasah, and Noriah indicated that they have occasionally used 
student achievement and self-evaluation as a personal initiative in their teacher evaluation. 
Shafah stated “I ask teacher to give comments about themselves in my evaluation files, this 
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is my decision. Teachers’ opinions about their own performance can show me some 
aspects I did not cover, which can help to make the final judgment”. Awatf also explained:  
 
Student achievement is useful to reflect teacher performance. During the school 
year, I follow up with student achievement and I focus on teachers with low 
student achievement to see if the problem is with the teacher or students. Then I 
try to help or make my judgment. This approach is not applied in many schools.  
I apply it as a personal initiative. 
 
With regards to peer evaluation, head teachers reflected that they do not mention peer 
evaluation for formative or summative evaluation. Shafah were asked about peer 
evaluation and she stated “I do not ask head of department or teachers whether or not 
teachers evaluate each other, to write that in their final report as a collaboration effort”. 
Noriah also stated “this is the role of departments heads who can look at peer evaluation. 
They are responsible for seeing collaboration among teachers in their departments 
whereas I look at collaboration in the school” 
 
Asked why they used observation and portfolios more than other tools, the reasons head 
teachers’ gave can be divided into two sub-themes:  
 
Firstly, the policy on teacher evaluation is a main influence. All nine head teachers pointed 
out that the policy states that individual teachers have to be evaluated inside the classroom. 
All evaluators have to complete a standardised observation checklist several times 
throughout the first and second semesters. These checklists help them to write the final 
report about the teacher’s performance throughout the school year. They also explained 
that based on certain criteria, they look at a teacher’s portfolio to help them to evaluate a 
teacher’s activities and achievements as required from evaluators (See the criteria of 
teacher evaluation in appendix 1). As Hasah stated, “observation is a legal tool to see 
teacher inside the classroom, but the teacher’s portfolio is a tool that helps us to measure a 
teacher’s participation in school activities during the school year”. Maharb also stated 
“Portfolio is used to reflect what teachers have done in terms of activities inside the 
classroom or in school”. Ghadeer and Shafah commented that it is difficult to remember 
what teachers have done during the school year with regard to their activities or 
achievements, so a teacher’s portfolio helps them to fill out the teacher’s evaluation report.  
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Secondly, teachers’ collaboration with evaluators is an important factor: Loui and Waleed 
believe there is a lack of collaboration from teachers when certain tools are used to 
evaluate them, particularly tools that are not explicitly mentioned in the teacher evaluation 
policy. Loui stated “Teachers argue with me; for example, when I look at students’ 
achievements or conduct interviewing students and link that to their final performance 
report”. While Waleed found he could not  
 
support teachers to do, e.g. peer evaluation, either formative or summative, or 
students’ evaluation, when teachers think this is an illegal tool to use in their 
evaluation. Especially since many teachers believe that teacher evaluation is 
used to control and judge them in order to make decision, not to help them.  
 
5.2.2.2 The tools of teacher evaluation that ideally should be used  
When asked about the tools of teacher evaluation that they ideally would like to use, all 
head teachers, it seems, agreed that observations and portfolios are necessary tools to use, 
while eight thought that evaluation should be based on using a wider range of tools, i.e. 
student achievement, peer and self-evaluation. In this regard, Waleed argued that such 
tools should be included in the policy of teacher evaluation and used by all evaluators: “do 
not leave the use of multiple tools to personal initiative. It should be included in the policy 
of teacher evaluation”.  
 
However, one head teacher, Maharb, disagreed with the majority, stating that “observation 
and the portfolio are more than enough to distinguish between outstanding teachers and 
others, in order to a make judgment about a teacher’s performance”. 
 
A range of arguments was made among those who supported using different tools in 
teacher evaluation. Shafah stated “using different tools of teacher evaluation leads to a 
prevention of emotion when it comes to judging a teacher’s performance. Furthermore, 
different tools are better than only one person visiting her inside the classroom and 
determining performance”. Along similar lines, Waleed stated, “using several tools in 
individual teacher evaluation will reduce the subjectivity when evaluating teachers and 
make fairer judgments than one tool”. Loui pointed out, “using several tools will assist us 
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to collect reliable data about teachers’ performance which then can help us to make valid 
judgments” and later added “Using different tools when evaluating teachers would be 
helpful for teachers. They will agree with their final reports due to the inclusion of 
different tools in the evaluation, not simply observation and looking at their portfolio as 
happens now”.  
 
There was general agreement that peer evaluation as a tool should be used for formative 
purposes, in order to facilitate the exchange of experiences between teachers. Waleed 
stated “our school has teachers with a lot of experience and other outstanding teachers 
who have gained prizes in teaching in Kuwait and Arabian Gulf Countries. They can 
facilitate development of other teachers through using peer evaluation for formative 
purpose”. The reason given for why peer evaluation should be formative and not 
summative is that by using it for formative purposes, invalid judgements can be avoided 
and teachers are encouraged to help rather than judge one another. For example Awatf 
stated, “By using it formatively, the teacher does not have to fear peer evaluation, thus they 
will be encouraged to evaluate each other”. Hasah thinks that “some teachers have 
personal problems with each other, and with summative evaluation they may try to judge 
each other unfairly”.  
 
With regard to student evaluations, the head teachers have contrasting views. Awatf and 
Hasah agree that students are too emotional and cannot adequately determine a teacher’s 
performance. Hasah, for example, stated:  
 
Many students hate teacher who gives them a lot of homework, or strict teachers. 
When I ask them about teachers, they will give answers based on their hate or 
love. I mean students will say something good when they love the teachers, if 
they do not like the teachers they will say something untrue.  
 
However, six of nine head teachers agreed that using student evaluations can provide 
valuable information about teachers regarding teaching and activities inside the classroom. 
For example, Waleed stated “the evaluator can ask students questions such as do you enjoy 
a particular teacher’s session and why. Students will talk and I will find out some 
interesting information”. On the other hand, Noriah argued that “I do not need students 
determining teaching. There are many things included in a teacher evaluation, such as 
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giving respect to students, and dealing with them, and that can be seen without the 
students’ knowledge”. Shafah’s position was that: 
 
Nothing prevents us from including students’ evaluations in our teacher 
evaluation. We can do this either by a simple questionnaire that includes a 
happy face to answer indirect questions or by interviewing students for a few 
minutes with indirect question. Then an evaluator will analyse the students’ 
responses. The evaluators can recognise if students just like the teacher or if the 
teacher is doing well.  
 
5.2.3 The involvement of head teachers as evaluators in teacher evaluation  
Asked about the role of evaluators, all nine head teachers concurred that they provide 
written feedback to teachers after each observation so the teachers know what head 
teachers have discovered based on the observation. Eight head teachers also stated that 
they always spoke with individual teachers following their observations as holding a 
discussion is an opportunity, in their view, to explain their comments to the teacher. For 
example, Loui stated “I discuss with teachers after observation to explain to the teacher 
my feedback and what I observed”. Maharb, on the other hand, stated that he did not speak 
with all individual teachers after their observations because they (he and the teachers) had 
too many significant responsibilities in a school day.  
 
In terms of their role and the value of their role as evaluators, based on the data from the 
head teachers, there are four factors that may come into play: 
 
The first is a lack of subject knowledge. Waleed, Shafah, Noriah and Awatf indicated that 
they found their lack of subject knowledge to be a problem when they evaluated teachers 
from different subjects. For example, some head teachers were Arabic teachers and were 
evaluating maths or English teachers. However, they were able to evaluate the teachers in 
terms of transferrable knowledge in pedagogies and classroom management. They also 
asked the heads of departments to attend in order to make up for their lack of subject 
knowledge and ask them about any issues that they perceived. Waleed explained that: 
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Since the head of department is more specialised than me, there is no problem in 
using their specialist skill to help me inside the classroom to evaluate teachers in 
terms of the content and some part of the teaching in order to make a fair and 
accurate judgment.  
  
Second, all of the head teachers indicated that they have significant responsibilities within 
their schools and in managing them. They have to observe individual teachers each 
semester and provide them with feedback, each teacher being observed on average 
between 2 and 4 times each school year. This is multiplied by between 70 and 100 teachers 
in every school. They do not have as much time as the heads of departments and they 
believe this may affect the value of their role compared to the heads of departments who 
only have a few teachers to evaluate.  
 
Third, an absent teacher may also affect the head teacher’s role and its value, as Hasah 
explained:  
 
I organise a timetable for every teacher, but I encounter difficulties when a 
teacher is absent on her visit day, since I cannot slot her in on another day since 
my schedule is already full. Therefore, this problem affects the evaluation, as 
though I will try to conduct another visit, sometimes I cannot conduct a complete 
observation session, or even discuss the observation with her afterwards. 
 
The fourth issue is the lack of training. Shafah, Awatf, and Mariam share the view that lack 
of training for head teachers affects the value of their role. Head teachers should have 
opportunities to develop their knowledge in the field of education and evaluation and stay 
on top of other innovations in education as well. 
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5.3 Inspectors 
This section presents the themes identified in interview data with twelve inspectors in three 
educational districts with reference to similarities and differences found between their 
views and those of the head teachers. 
5.3.1 The purposes of teacher evaluation 
5.3.1.1 The actual purposes of teacher evaluation 
As with the head teachers, inspectors were asked about the purposes of the current 
evaluation system. All except one inspector defined its purpose as being to annually 
determine individual teacher performance, and helping the MOE to make decisions 
regarding promotions, salary increases or sanctions. For example, Mubarak explained that: 
 
Teacher evaluation is used for determining a teacher’s performance by 
reflecting a teacher’s knowledge, subject matter, the extent to which they follow 
the national curriculum, all functions as a teacher and giving scores that reflect 
individual performance. Furthermore, the outcomes of teacher evaluation are 
also used by the MOE for promotions, salary increases or dismissal or 
transferring individuals to non-teaching jobs.  
 
However, Hadel pointed out that while teacher evaluation is used for sanctions for all 
teachers, it is only used for rewards with Kuwaiti teachers: 
 
Teacher evaluation is used to award rewards for Kuwaiti teachers, as foreign 
teachers do not get the same chance for promotions. They only get a promotion 
(to be a head of department) if there is no Kuwaiti in their subject department. 
 
The sub-themes to emerge from the inspectors’ perspectives revolve around explanations 
for why the purposes of the current teacher evaluation concentrate on summative. The sub-
themes are as follows: 
 
First, eleven inspectors concurred with the teachers regarding the current system’s failure 
to promote professional development due to the final report not being formally shared with 
the teachers. As Mubarak, Salwa and Wafa pointed out, by keeping teacher evaluation 
reports confidential, the teacher cannot know their progress or weaknesses at the end of 
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school year and therefore lack the information that would allow them to judge their own 
efforts to improve and develop. Moreover, as Ali and Fahad explained, because the details 
of the final reports are unknown, teachers lack awareness of the criteria that determine 
whether or not their teaching is adequate and what they must do (or avoid) in order to 
become better teachers. For example, Ali stated: 
 
Teachers will only learn from feedback that shows his/her weaknesses or errors. 
Teachers cannot compare his/her performance overall to what effective teaching 
is based on the criteria of the teacher evaluation in order to avoid some things 
or improve on others. 
 
As Nawaf pointed out, teachers may well work to improve and develop their own skills 
initially but “They work in the first, second, third…. 10 years, but then they will feel bored 
when they no longer know exactly what they have achieved. Then maybe they will stop 
trying to improve and develop, and no longer care”. 
 
Furthermore, Abdualkreem indicated that not knowing the contents of the final report 
affects inspectors too. A new inspector will have no idea about the history of a teacher and 
she/he has to spend time identifying the teacher’s strengths and weaknesses rather than 
being able to use the previous inspector’s work to help teacher. Mubarak, a head inspector, 
was asked whether he could provide the previous teachers’ performance reports to new 
inspectors so they could learn from them, to which he responded: “I cannot provide my 
colleagues with the reports of teachers for their teacher in new schools as I have to keep 
these confidential with the head teachers and with the inspector who evaluated teachers in 
a particular school”. 
 
Second, inspectors share the head teachers’ opinion regarding the obligation for teachers to 
attend training courses and workshops. Inspectors were asked about teachers’ attendance at 
departmental courses or workshops, which are held at schools and designed by the school 
in collaboration with the inspection departments. All inspectors explained that when a 
teacher is evaluated as being weak, they receive intensive evaluation throughout the 
following year. As part of this, that teacher must attend training courses and workshops 
and their attendance is recorded in their report as evidence that they have made an effort to 
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improve. If they do not improve by the end of the following year, they may be dismissed 
and forced to leave teaching to pursue other administrative work within the MOE. 
 
On the other hand, inspectors stated that there is no obligation for other teachers to listen to 
what an inspector suggests they should do in order to develop. For example, Fahad states, 
“teachers sometimes attend as a kind of collaboration with the inspection department”. 
Wafa believes one obstacle to attending such courses is the teachers’ fear of how others 
will perceive them:   
 
 Very good or outstanding teachers do not attend our courses because they do 
not want others to think that they are 'weak' teachers, since the weak teachers 
are sort of forced to attend. They do not want to be lumped in with the 'wrong' 
crowd. 
 
Third, Noor pointed out another obstacle to professional development within the current 
system. She stated “some evaluators make teachers feel teacher evaluation is system to 
control them and given sanction or promotion”. She went on to say that some inspectors, 
when visiting teachers inside the classroom, only want to see mistakes and use teacher 
evaluation as a way to control teacher “you have to do this…,  to be head of department…”.   
5.3.1.2 The desired purposes of teacher evaluation 
The data from the interviews show that, like the head teachers, all inspectors believe 
teacher evaluation should be used for summative purposes and professional development. 
With regards to the importance of the summative purposes, Alia explained that “… is 
needed to provide information about teacher performance that can be used by the MOE to 
reflect the quality of teaching in public schools or by the CSC when publishing reports 
about employee performance in the public sector”. All inspectors agreed that teacher 
evaluation is necessary as it acts as a means of recognising their hard work. For example, 
Abdualkreem stated “… not all teachers deserve to be teachers. Through teacher 
evaluation, the MOE can distinguish between teachers who are hard-working and other 
teachers”. Fahad stated, “the MOE can organise promotions, and a salary scale for 
teachers based on their performance”.  Hada thinks that “by sanction and reward, teachers 
may be motivated to work hard and improve their performance to be outstanding teachers 
and gain promotions and salary increases”.   
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With regards to the importance of professional development in teacher evaluation, 
inspectors believe this is necessary for teacher themselves and students’ learning. For 
example, Ali stated “we (Inspectors, teachers, head teachers, all staff in the MOE) work 
for students and their learning. Promoting professional development is needed in order to 
provide high quality learning for students”. Job satisfaction was also mentioned in relation 
to professional development. Mohammed stated: 
 
Professional development is important for job satisfaction. Teachers do not need 
only a good salary to feel contentment about their work. They need to improve 
and develop to meet high quality of teaching to feel high level of contentment 
about their performance then their work as teacher.  
 
Asked what was needed to achieve these purposes, the following points were raised: 
 
First, as the head teachers, all the inspectors thought the final evaluation report and all its 
details should be made available to teachers, as this would enable teachers to work on their 
weakness and strengths, understand what constitutes effective teaching, and thus know 
how to deliver the best performance that they can.  For example, Fahad stated “Teachers 
will know everything about their performance from the final reports of individual 
evaluation, assisting them to improve themselves and to renew their personal and 
professional growth”. Ali stated “Teachers will know what's expected from them, and what 
effective teaching is… to do their best”. Noor added that in fact teachers may know about 
their report informally but it is important for “teachers to know of their progress in a 
formal way”. Nawaf argued “there is no reason to keep the final reports confidential. If the 
final reports may make a problem for evaluators, I do not care about some problems with 
teachers if I state the truth”. Furthermore, Abdualkreem suggested that the CSC  “should 
look at teachers as teachers, not as employees in other ministries and change Regulation 
No. 36/2006 so that individual teachers can know their evaluation reports”.  
 
Second, by attending courses, inspectors believe that teachers will be kept up-to-date and 
will have a better understanding about how to improve or develop their performance. As 
Salwa stated, “Teachers will have the keys to develop their teaching”. However, the 
problem is the low attendance of teachers on these courses. Hence, Mubarak suggested that 
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a “record of training courses in teacher evaluation will encourage teachers to attend our 
courses, and a record of training will help evaluators to appreciate teachers’ efforts who 
attend our courses”. Alia also suggested keeping a record of attendees:  
 
We (inspectors) invite some teachers to our training courses but they do not 
usually attend. If a record of training courses is part of the teacher evaluation, 
me and the other evaluators can judge teachers who do not have an acceptable 
reason for non- attendance.   
 
Third, Noor suggested that teachers should be know in advance when an evaluator plans to 
come for formative evaluation, and that teacher evaluation should not be threatening. For 
example, when an evaluator observes a teacher for formative purposes, the evaluator 
should tell the teacher “ I am here today just to see how good you are, and give you some 
advice” 
 
The fourth issue raised was that of rewarding foreign teachers and not just Kuwaiti 
teachers. One inspector, Hadel, suggested greater rewards for all teachers including foreign 
teachers “I am not talking about salaries, as there are a lot of regulations within CSC on 
behalf of the Kuwaiti Government, but I am talking about the opportunities for 
promotions”. She believes that: 
 
If they are doing the same thing as Kuwaiti teachers, then they should have 
access to the same opportunities to become department heads, inspectors, or 
deputy head teachers then head teachers, instead of preferring Kuwaiti teachers 
for these positions and giving priority to Kuwaitis.  
5.3.2 The tools of teacher evaluation  
5.3.2.1 The tools of teacher evaluation that are currently being used 
In terms of the tools inspectors used to evaluate a teacher’s performance, interview data 
shows that observation is the most commonly used. Only two inspectors also take into 
account a teacher’s portfolio and student achievement as well as observation before 
drawing a final picture or making a final judgment about a teacher. During their visits to 
observe teachers, Mohammed and Mubarak look at the teacher’s portfolio and the student 
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achievement to complete the impression that they have about the teacher’s performance. 
For example, Mohammed stated  
 
I have 200 teachers to evaluate in different levels of schools every school year. 
So, I cannot visit all of them in 45 minutes [length of session]. I visit them for 
between 15 and 30 minutes, three times a year. Therefore, I cannot make an 
accurate judgment by observation alone, so I look at the portfolio and students’ 
achievements just to confirm my opinion about the teacher.  
 
Different reasons were given by those inspectors who only used observation to evaluate 
teachers. Firstly there is a fear of taking personal initiative, based on a reluctance to do 
anything that is not explicitly mentioned in the teacher evaluation policy. For example, Ali 
stated: “I respect the regulations of the MOE and I am committed to the policy of teacher 
evaluation. Thereby, I am afraid to use anything that comes under my personal initiative 
that might be used against me”. Hadel shared this view, explaining that as an inspector she 
does not use a range of tools because the head inspector will reprimand her if she does not 
follow the policy of teacher evaluation.   
 
For Abdualkreem, observation gives inspectors enough of a picture about a teacher’s 
performance to be able to make a judgment. He stated: “I can look at different aspects of 
performance such as teachers’ knowledge of content, pedagogies, behaviours, students’ 
engagement, and classroom management”. Noor also stated “observation is more than 
enough to make a decision about a teacher”. She added that the inspector is not in school 
to witness the events recorded in the teacher’s portfolio, for example and therefore: 
 
 As an external evaluator, I do not trust the teachers’ portfolio. A teacher’s 
portfolio is only paperwork (it is like ink on paper) if I am not with the teachers 
step by step. This applies to other tools such as self-evaluation.   
 
5.3.2.2 The tools of teacher evaluation that ideally should be used 
As with the head teachers, ten of the inspectors support using a number of different tools to 
evaluate teachers in order to make more accurate judgments about their performance, i.e. 
teacher portfolios, student achievement, student evaluation and self-evaluation. According 
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to Hadel “various tools could look at teacher performance in different ways. These assist 
us in making judgments about teacher performance during the school year inside and 
outside the classroom, so why not use them?” Ali concurred “By using these tools, teacher 
evaluation will be more accurate in reflecting teacher performance inside and outside the 
classroom”. Hada pointed out that using different tools leads inspectors to make more 
accurate and fairer judgments on individual teacher performances than by simply 
depending on one tool, such as observation. Furthermore, Mohammed believes these tools 
not only help evaluators but teachers too: “a teacher will have better information about 
their performance than when the only tool is observation, and thus better information will 
facilitate development”   
 
While observations help inspector to determine teacher’s practice inside the classroom, 
student achievement help inspectors to see what the teacher has done with students’ 
learning. For Wafa, “students’ achievement is the outcome of the teacher’s practice, and 
the evaluators see it as a reflection of teacher performance”. Student evaluation gives 
inspectors information about students experience with their teachers. For example, Nawaf 
commented that “a student can show me what teachers do with them inside the classroom”. 
A portfolio reflects teachers’ performance during the school year. Hada sees the portfolio 
as giving “ information with evidence about their teaching and evidence about activities 
during school year”. Self-evaluation is an opportunity to listen to what the teacher thinks 
about their own performance, as Mohammed explained “teacher can say and judge himself 
or herself that will be helpful for our final judgement”. While Mubarak supports the use of 
several tools, he has some reservations regarding the use of self-evaluation, because he 
believes that teachers are currently unable to use this tool. He argues that teachers need to 
be trained in conducting self-evaluation and that they should be provided with a 
standardised checklist: “I mean a standardised form for self-evaluation in order to ensure 
the reliability and validity of self-evaluation”.  
 
Inspectors are supportive of peer evaluation for formative purposes, concurring that within 
peer evaluation, teachers can help each other. Fahad stated “they will have feedback from 
each other, which may be helpful for them”. While they support formative peer evaluation, 
they also argue that not all teachers have the skills to evaluate each other for summative 
purposes. Indeed, Hada believes that “summative evaluation should be conducted by 
experts. Teachers have experience in teaching not in teacher evaluation”. 
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In order to support the use of a range of tools in teacher evaluation, Alia suggested that 
training courses and workshops should be available to teachers and evaluators (inspectors, 
head teachers, heads of departments) on how to use those different tools.  
5.3.3 The involvement of inspectors as evaluators in teacher evaluation 
This section discusses the inspectors’ responses with regards their role in teacher 
evaluation and the difficulties that they face in executing their role. One inspector, 
Abdualkreem, holds discussions with individual teachers before observation, organising 
his timetable so he can meet teachers before and after an observation. This allows him to 
talk about any issues, about his visit, and gives the teacher an opportunity to ask about 
teaching, evaluation, content and tests, enabling relationship-building between him and the 
teachers. Alia, Mohammed and Hada, on the other hand, stated that they only do this when 
they visit a number of teachers in one school on the same day. Mohammed explained that:  
 
I am very busy and I do not have enough time to talk with each teacher before 
their observation. I only do this if I find there are three or more teachers to 
evaluate in one school in my timetable. So, with three teachers I spend my day in 
the school so I have time to talk with them before observation.   
 
All inspectors, on the other hand, spoke with the teacher after the observation, discussing 
what the teacher did inside the classroom, providing written feedback and offering 
recommendations.  
 
Inspectors also talked about some of the challenges that affect their role and the value of 
their role as evaluators. Firstly, inspectors see the number of teachers and the extent of 
their responsibilities as affecting their role as evaluators, and thus the value of their role. 
The number of teachers that an inspector has to evaluate varies between 70 and 260, 
according to subjects: social studies inspectors evaluate around 70 teachers, while maths 
and science inspectors evaluate around 110 teachers, while English inspectors stated that as 
many as 260 teachers may be evaluated by a single inspector. Because of their significant 
responsibilities for preparing tests, content and curriculum, meetings with department 
heads, supervising activities in schools and designing training programmes, it is difficult 
for them to visit all teachers three or four times in the school year and most of the 
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inspectors indicated that they often do not observe teachers for a full session, but only 
spend between 15-30 minutes in the classroom due to time constraints.   
 
Second, Abdualkreem (social studies inspectors), Ali and Mohammed (both sciences 
inspectors) reported that some inspectors suffer from a lack of specialisation in the school 
levels and this affects their ability to evaluate the teachers. They stated that in high schools, 
chemistry, biology and physics are taught as sciences, while geography, history, sociology 
and philosophy are taught as social studies. The MOE chooses inspectors from social 
studies and sciences in high or middle and a few from primary schools. However, 
inspectors evaluate teachers at all school levels because there are not enough inspectors to 
evaluate teachers based on school level. Ali gave an example from his inspection 
department: 
 
There is one inspector from a high school with only 8 years’ experience. He was 
a biology teacher due to the lack of Kuwaiti teachers in this subject. He was 
promoted to inspector with less than 10 years’ experience. He was asked to 
evaluate biology teachers at high schools as well as science teachers in primary 
schools. He found difficulties in dealing with teachers in primary schools, as he 
had no idea how primary teachers taught and dealt with students because he has 
only worked as a high school teacher.  
 
Third, nine inspectors mentioned the lack of training as preventing them from keeping up-
to-date with innovations in the field of education and that this may affect the value of their 
role as evaluators. For example, Alia stated that some inspectors do not know how to use 
new technology in teaching, yet they evaluate other teachers on the basis of their use of 
technology: “Some inspectors are unable to use an iPad, so how can they assist or help 
teachers in using one in the classroom? They also judge teachers for not using technology 
inside the classroom!” Nawaf stated that some inspectors have been inspectors for more 
than 30 years, yet still depend on old pedagogies and evaluate teachers on the basis of 
these pedagogies and learning tools. Mubarak confirmed that many inspectors left teaching 
more than 10 years ago, and therefore need to be trained in current teaching practices and 
evaluation in order to increase the validity of their own evaluations. 
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Fourth, the gender of an inspector and the teacher was mentioned as affecting their ability 
to perform their role and thus the value of their role. Mubarak explained that as an Islamic 
studies inspector evaluating teachers who teach students the Quran, he looks at how words 
are pronounced as part of teaching the Quran in Arabic; this is called ‘Tajweed’. Male 
inspectors find it difficult, Mubarak explained, when considering ‘Tajweed’ with a female 
teacher who covers her face with a veil. Yet as a head inspector he could not   
 
let a female inspector only evaluate female teachers, as we have a large number 
of female teachers but our department only has a few female inspectors. We have 
only have a few female inspectors as many female teachers refuse to be 
inspectors. They prefer to be deputy head teachers and then head teachers.  
 
Fifth, Hadel pointed out that female inspectors have difficulties travelling to schools and 
that this may affect the number of teacher visits. In turn, this affects their role in evaluating 
teachers:  
 
I do not have a car and I am afraid to drive to be honest, and there are some 
female inspectors who do not drive. The MOE does not provide us with a car 
and driver to visit teachers in schools, as we attend the educational district 
centre and then visit teachers in different schools in different cities. Therefore, I 
use my private driver, but, to be honest, sometimes I would like to visit a teacher 
but my driver is busy with other members of my family.  
 
5.4 Summary 
Head teachers and inspectors shared view that the current system is concentrated on 
evaluating teachers for summative purposes, while they believe both summative and 
professional development are needed. The most common tool currently used is 
observation, however, teacher portfolios are also commonly used by head teachers. Both 
inspectors and head teachers would prefer to use multiple tools in teacher evaluation. 
Evaluators’ role in the current system is significantly affected by their other 
responsibilities, numbers of teachers, lack of training courses for evaluators, lack of subject 
knowledge, and lack of specialisation in the school levels.  
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Chapter Six: An Alternative System based on a Risk-based 
Analysis Approach 
6.1 Introduction 
In this chapter, the principles of RBA are explained and reasons are given as to why it was 
chosen as the basis for an alternative system to the current teacher evaluation system in 
Kuwait. This is followed by an example of a country that has implemented the RBA 
approach in its evaluation.  
 
Following the overall aim of this study, which is to contribute to making better use of 
teacher evaluation in the Kuwaiti context, this researcher outlines an alternative system for 
teacher evaluation and, following an investigation in situ, discusses whether it could be 
appropriate and workable as a means to overcome the challenges of the development plan 
that is in place for Kuwaiti education. According to the MOE (2013c), one of the 
development challenges for Kuwaiti education is to develop several aspects of the system, 
such as curriculum, management, and evaluation. This in turn, will enable the MOE to 
ensure a higher quality of education. 
 
By including teachers, inspectors, and head teachers in the development of the teacher 
evaluation system that implements RBA, the extent to which an alternative system is 
capable of functioning effectively will be established. First, these teaching professionals 
were selected because they possess practical knowledge of evaluating teachers and 
working with students in schools. Second, they know what areas of teacher evaluation need 
to be developed or improved upon more than others who are involved in developing such 
systems, such as the MOE committees, even if they are not directly involved in teacher 
evaluation. Indeed, this could be an opportunity for them to give their input on teacher 
evaluation. Third, they can assess whether the idea being developed is likely to work and 
be valid. Fourth, they have contextual knowledge; therefore, they can make suggestions or 
point out aspects that would make the alternative system more appropriate and facilitate its 
application to different contexts. Accordingly, their participation was noted in, and 
suggested by, reports and research that encourages teachers and other evaluators to 
participate in developing or designing new systems. Darling-Hammond et al. (2012b) for 
example, argued that teachers and schools leaders should participate in developing an 
evaluation system in order to ensure it works effectively, reflects teacher performance, and 
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produces valid results. AlBustami (2014) also suggested that when designing, developing 
or improving teacher evaluation systems, teachers, head teachers, and supervisors should 
be involved since these people have a good understanding of teacher evaluation systems 
and regulations, so their understanding will help to guarantee confidence and evaluation 
sustainability before implementing a new system.  
6.2 The concept of RBA  
RBA is an approach based on an early analysis of data from internal evaluation (evaluating 
the risk of poor quality) before scheduling an eventual external evaluation (Ehren & 
Swanborn, 2012). According to Scheerens, Ehren, sleegers, & de Leeuw (2012, p. 43) that 
“The approach is risk-based, meaning that the investigation starts with a first screening on 
a limited number of quality domains and ends with a broader investigation when the risk 
analysis suggests that quality is insufficient”. In practice this means that teachers 
considered at risk would be evaluated by inspector (external) a number of times, while a 
teacher who is considered at no risk of failing in their performance would be exempt from 
external evaluation.  
RBA was chosen for two reasons; first, RBA combines internal and external evaluations, 
which are beneficial in the teacher evaluation system as discussed in the literature review 
provided in Chapter Two. RBA combines external and internal evaluations in a way that is 
different to the current system in Kuwait. As pointed out by Ambtelijke Commissie 
Toezicht II (2005, cited in Ehren & Honingh, 2011), external evaluators use the internal 
assurance system in order to arrange supervision and forms of inspection. As explained 
also by Wolf and Verkroost (2011), RBA first depends on an internal evaluator 
monitoring, improving and providing information about the quality of education to 
external evaluators. Then, external evaluators are responsible for supervision and making 
improvements to the quality of education, if there is risk perceived. By implementing 
RBA, this researcher’s intention was to also support the freedom of internal evaluators to 
conduct evaluations, but without ignoring the importance of the external evaluator’s role. 
Second, by using an RBA schedule, the external evaluator’s role will be more focused on 
risk. As Ehren and Honingh (2011) have indicated, through RBA, the level of 
responsibility for the external evaluator moves from carrying out a full inspection to 
instead taking on a role that is more complementary to that of the internal evaluator’s. 
Thus, with RBA, inspectors can distinguish between teachers with satisfactory 
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performance and teachers with weak performance, as the second group needs more 
guidance and support to improve than the first. Nolan and Hoover (2008) suggest that in 
any well-designed system of teacher evaluation, the procedures of teacher evaluation 
should differ between high-performing teachers and low-performing teachers in order to 
give them better direction, guidance and support to improve.  
6.3 Example of RBA 
In this section, the example of the Netherlands is discussed, demonstrating the freedom of 
internal evaluators which implements RBA to improve their own schools and showing how 
the role of external evaluators is to supervise and improve schools based on the data 
provided by the internal evaluators.  
It should be first clarified that the Dutch RBA is used to cover not just teaching but also 
management, curriculum, school building and safety in order to attribute an overall grade 
to a school. The alternative system that was presented to the participants in this research, 
on the other hand, focused exclusively on teacher evaluation, since teacher evaluation is 
the main focus of this study. Furthermore, the Kuwaiti education system does not give 
schools overall grades or ranking so in order to propose a similar system based on the RBA 
that includes overall grades in the Kuwaiti context, a more comprehensive study that 
focuses on this particular topic would be needed.  
 
RBA were introduced in the Netherlands in 2008. Before this date, inspections were 
carried out by the Netherland Inspectorate of Education (NIE) once every four years, 
whereas now, schools are evaluated by school boards that are expected to monitor and 
develop their schools by applying a quality assurance system. The NIE inspects schools 
when they are deemed at risk of failing (Ehren, n.d.).  
 
According to the NIE (2012; 2009), the inspections begin with collection of data on a 
school. These data consist of three elements: signals, complaints and publicity; 
accountability documents; and student results (see Figure 6.1). Signals: complaints and 
publicity includes complaints from students, parents or teachers about the school and the 
quality of the school. Signals about low quality can also be picked up from public media, 
such as newspapers or social media, and from complaints made by organisations. The 
second element, accountability documents, consist of reports that are provided every year 
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to the NIE by school boards to inform them about the school’s finances, its achievements 
and the quality of education provided by the school. The third element is students’ 
academic achievements, such as the results of independent tests or institutional exams, 
which are collected to analyse students’ learning at different levels to determine if their 
outcomes are as expected. With regard to providing accountability documents, schools 
should conduct self-evaluations (Nusche, Braun, Halasz, & Santiago, 2014) since this is a 
more logical approach (NIE, 2012). 
 
After collecting three sets of data, the risk analysis is initiated by the NIE. This consists of 
two steps: primary detection and expert analysis. The first step consists of applying the 
standards and rules to determine the level of risk to the quality of education and then 
providing this information to inspectors. If the school is not at risk, it does not undergo any 
further investigation: this means that the school is trusted by NIE until the next annual 
analysis, and if the school continues to be deemed not at risk in subsequent annual 
analyses, it is only visited once every four years as a basic inspection (general inspection 
for all schools). However, if the school does carry some risk in terms of any of the three 
data elements, it progresses to the second step, which warrants further investigation by 
inspectors. They will investigate the school’s risk and combine it with the organisational 
memory (previous record) of the NIE and public information about the school, e.g. its 
website. After that, if there seems to be nothing to cause concern, they will decide that the 
school does not require inspection and can be trusted until the next report filed in the next 
school year. If there are still doubts about the risk at that point, the school will be 
investigated by inspectors (NIE, 2012).  
 
For schools that are deemed to have a certain level of risk, the inspectors meet with the 
school board to let it know about the school’s problems and to see whether the board can 
resolve them. In most cases, inspectors decide to conduct an inspection to improve the 
school’s quality by focusing on aspects that need improvement. Inspectors then write the 
inspection arrangement, which provides the school with an outline of the problems and 
some information about how to improve the school, along with a deadline for 
implementation of the arrangement. The final stage is intervention: the inspectors work to 
monitor the actions taken by the school to make the improvements outlined in the 
arrangement. If the school has failed to improve its quality, inspectors adjust the inspection 
arrangement. The school also receives intensive monitoring or sanctions are imposed.  If 
	  143 
all identified school quality issues are resolved at this point, then the school is trusted and a 
verdict of “no risk” is given until the next risk analysis is provided (NIE, 2012). 
 
According to the NIE (2009), five domains for the core frameworks of primary and 
secondary education are used to determine a school’s level of risk. For primary schools, 
they are as follows: 
1) Outcomes 
• The students’ outcomes are at the appropriate level. 
2) Teaching and learning processes 
• The curriculum encourages and prepares students for further education and for 
society. 
• The teachers allow the students to take an appropriate amount of time to master the 
curriculum. 
• The teachers are able to provide clear explanations, organise activities and 
encourage students to be interactive and involved in learning. 
• The teachers adapt the curriculum, time for learning the subject matter, and 
teaching to take into account differences between pupils. 
• The school climate should be characterised by safety and respectful interaction. For 
example:  
- Safety: students’ and staffs’ feelings of being safe in school are taken into 
account.  
- Respectful interaction: the parents are involved in the school through the 
school’s encouragement in joining the school’s activities. 
3) Special needs provision and guidance: 
• The teachers systematically monitor their students’ progress, and the school uses 
standardised instruments to monitor students’ learning and development. 
• The school guides the students in order to assist them to develop their capabilities.  
• Extra care is provided to students who need support. 
4)  Quality assurance  
• The school has a quality assurance system such as an annual evaluation of students’ 
achievements, regular teaching and learning evaluations, and improvement 
activities. 
5) Statutory Regulations:  
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• This covers a special needs plan, examination regulations, and the planning of 
teaching time. 
 
According to the NIE (2012) certain evaluation and monitoring methods are used by 
inspectors in schools deemed at higher risk. Firstly, students are interviewed and asked 
about safety, support and guidance received, teaching and attention from teachers and the 
time allocated to the curriculum. Parents are also interviewed to determine their 
involvement in the school. Teachers, the school board, and other members of staff are 
interviewed about the indicators of all aspects of the quality of education provided. 
Secondly, classes and some events or certain school facilities are observed in order to 
assess and evaluate the quality of education provided (NIE, 2012). 
Figure 6.1: The Risk-based analysis in the Netherlands  
  
• Cited in NIE (2009, p.5). 
 
In terms of teacher evaluation, this falls under the responsibility of the school board. Many 
school boards delegate the responsibility to the school principal and the school principal 
may delegate to a member of the leadership team or to department heads to conduct 
teacher evaluations for all teachers at least once every four years. There is flexibility for 
the school board to design or use the framework for teacher evaluation. Overall, teachers in 
the Netherlands are evaluated for formative purposes in order to help them with their 
professional development and to provide them with support to prevent underperformance. 
Teachers may be evaluated for summative purposes as well, and the school board may use 
the results to make decision about rewards, career progression, or sanctions; however, this 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Procedure 
Pupils and their parents must be able to rely on their school providing education of 
suﬃcient quality. That is why the Inspectorate inspects the quality of education. This
inspection is risk-oriented. Every year, we conduct a risk analysis to check for indications 
that a school is performing below standard. On the basis of this risk analysis and, if need
be an additional school visit, we determine the degree of inspection a school requires. 
This means that each school receives tailored inspection. The school board is responsible 
for the quality f the education provided by  school, for t  school’s financial situation 
and for its compliance with statutory rules and regulations. The board is accountable for 
the results. For that reason, we address the board directly. 
Our procedure can be schematised as follows: 
Outcome 
Risk analysis 
Basic inspection 
Annual accounts 
Quality study 
Tailored inspection 
Weak or unsatisfactory perfor-
mance regarding quality and/or
compliance 
Failure signals
  Risks 
No risks Shortcomings No shortcomings 
Risk analysis 
A school’s1 annual risk analysis usually takes place at a fixed date, after the new outcome 
data has been process d. In principle, however, the Inspectorate may conduct the risk 
analysis at any given moment, for example, when serious failure signals have been
detected. A risk analysis focuses on the outcomes, annual accounts and failure signals.
The outcome involves pupils’ ievements and their developmental progress. The annual
accounts pertain to school data on staﬀ (turnover), pupils and the financial situation. 
Failure signals include, for example, complaints lodged by parents or media reports. 
1  In secondary education, inspection is carried out at the level of the individual school types or
departments within a school, i.e., the individual programmes within vmbo, havo, vwo and employ-
ment-oriented schools or departments. For secondary education, please read ‘school type’ for any 
reference t ‘school’ in this brochure. 5 
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use depends on the regulation of each school and school board (Nusche, Braun, Halàsz, & 
Santiago, 2014). 
6.4 An alternative system for the Kuwaiti context 
In this section, an alternative teacher evaluation system, based on the Dutch RBA, is 
proposed. This researcher has modified the system to narrow the focus on teacher 
evaluation. Based on the results of the questionnaires and the interview data reflecting the 
participants’ perspectives, mid-year reports, final reports, supplementary documents and 
multiple tools were devised and included in the proposed alternative system. 
Figure 6.2 shows the proposed alternative system based on an RBA approach as it was 
suggested to the participants in this research in order to gather their views on it and to see 
if they wanted to add any points of interest. This preliminary suggestion is not the final 
draft proposal, however, which will be discussed in Chapter 8. 
 6.4.1 First step: Individual teacher evaluation 
This step would last from September to May every school year. All teachers have to be 
evaluated in this step, which consists of individual evaluation, standardised tests, and 
signals. 
A) Individual evaluation by internal evaluators 
Each teacher will be annually evaluated by internal evaluators (the head of department and 
the head teacher). The teachers will obtain a mid-year report on their performance and 
written feedback after being observed. In the summative, a final judgement will be made 
about the teacher’s performance. The teacher evaluation ratings will be ranked from 
‘Outstanding’, ‘Very Good’, ‘Good’, to ‘Weak’. The final reports of the individual 
evaluation will be linked with the teacher’s salary scale, annual bonus, promotions, and 
sanctions, such as dismissal or referral to a non-duty teaching job in the MOE.   
 
At this step, after the evaluators make their judgements in May, teachers will be given 
detailed reports at the end of the school year after being signed off and accredited by the 
evaluators. The final report will remain private to the individual teacher, so they will be 
sent to the teacher’s home after school ends, or can be collected from the educational 
district offices. The final report will consist of advice on professional development, 
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weaknesses and strengths, include all observation sheets written by the evaluators, and 
provide a detailed overall score according to the set criteria. 
 
Teachers will be evaluated individually by using various tools of teacher evaluation, as 
follows: 
• Observation: evaluators will observe each teacher. They have to use a standardised 
observation sheet in order to provide feedback to the teacher and to include this 
sheet in their final judgements. 
• Self-evaluation: teachers will self-evaluate using a standardised checklist. 
• Peer evaluation: this tool will be used for formative purposes; teachers evaluate 
teachers by observing each other in the classroom or examining documents such as 
lesson plans, assignments, and other activities. 
• Teacher portfolios: evaluators will look at the teacher’s portfolio in order to include 
different types of work done by the teacher in the school year, for example, school 
activities, students’ assessments and progress in individual teacher evaluations. 
• Student evaluation: evaluators will look at students’ views about their teacher’s 
performances. There will be flexibility for evaluators to collect this information 
either through interviews or surveys. Evaluators should select some classes, but not 
all classes, taught by a teacher (the evaluator has the freedom to choose the 
number); for example, teachers who teach more than five or six classes can have 
student evaluations from three classes.  
 
The teacher evaluation criteria in the alternative system would be the same as those used in 
the current system. The criteria consist of three scales: the efficiency of individual 
performance, the efficiency of personality, and the efficiency of collective performance 
(see Appendix 1). The reason for this is that most previous studies (as mentioned in 
Chapter Two) on Kuwaiti teacher evaluation indicated that the teacher evaluation criteria 
are generally considered appropriate, with just a few needing clarification so that all 
evaluators follow the same interpretation.  
B) Standardised tests 
Schools will conduct standardised tests (between February-April, approximately). In May, 
the results of the students’ results should be attached to the individual teacher’s evaluation. 
Standardised tests should be conducted for all subjects that are taught in the national 
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curriculum. The school will send the results to inspection departments and they should be 
classified or arranged by the grades and class number; for example, Grade Four Class 
Three, with the name of the school, in order to facilitate the inspectors’ work in the second 
step of the evaluation.  
C) Signals  
Some documents will be attached along with the final judgement given in an individual 
teacher evaluation. These documents are: complaints from parents, certificate of 
attendance at training courses and workshops (record of attending training courses), and 
any certifications with regard to teaching or learning, even if the teacher has obtained this 
from a private institution or centre for personal professional development during the school 
year. 
6.4.2 Second step: Risk detection 
This step would start at the end of the school year, in May or June (after evaluators have 
made their judgement and teachers have received their final report). Inspection 
departments for different subjects in six educational districts will receive the final 
individual teachers’ evaluation reports, standardised tests results, and signals. The 
inspection departments for each subject in each educational district will arrange for a 
committee of inspectors to initiate the risk detection. Inspectors determine whether or not 
there is a risk, based on the evidence above. Risk can be detected whether there is a 
difference between the final reports, standardised tests results, signals (even if they are 
outstanding or very good), or if a teacher is evaluated as weak or good.  
 
If the inspectors detect that there is no risk in the teacher’s performance, this means that 
the teacher will be set on a regular evaluation (if there is also no risk in the teacher’s 
performance in their annual risk detection). If the inspectors detect a risk in the teacher’s 
performance, they will go through the history of that individual teacher’s evaluations in the 
previous years. If a teacher was evaluated as ‘good’ or ‘weak’ in one year out of a certain 
number (e.g. five or ten), this means that inspectors will start to tailor this teacher’s 
evaluation in the next academic year (starting in September). If the teacher is evaluated as 
‘very good’, or ‘outstanding’, for several years, that means that the teacher will be set on a 
regular evaluation. 
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6.4.3 Third step: Tailored, intensive and regular evaluation 
The tailored evaluation would start in the subsequent school year, beginning in September. 
One inspector and the head teacher should come together to evaluate a teacher whose 
performance for the previous school year has been detected as ‘at risk’. The tailored 
evaluation will be the same as the first step, i.e. individual teacher evaluation as has been 
described, but carried out by the inspectors instead of the department head (in Section 
6.4.1). Inspectors will focus on evaluating teaching and learning aspects, while the head 
teacher will focus on the teacher’s commitment to their work and their collaboration with 
colleagues and school staff.  
 
If the teacher does not improve, and the committee of inspectors finds the teacher’s 
performance in the next annual risk detection after a tailored evaluation still at risk, the 
teacher will receive an intensive evaluation (the same as tailored evaluation, but conducted 
by two subject inspectors) for another school year. Here, two subject inspectors will 
evaluate the teacher, and the role of the head teacher is to evaluate the teacher’s 
commitment to his/her work and their collaboration with colleagues and school staff. After 
the intensive evaluation has been conducted, if the teacher does not improve then a 
sanction will be imposed based on the current rules on sanctions according to the MOE on 
behalf of the CSC. 
 
In regular evaluation, all teachers (regardless of risk) will be evaluated by the subject 
inspector, head of department, and head teacher. This will be done every three or four 
years. The evaluators focus on all aspects of teacher evaluation. This regular evaluation 
aims to check all parts of a teacher’s performance by including both the external and 
internal evaluators. The regular evaluation will be the same as the first step: individual 
teacher evaluation as described (in Section 6.4.1), but with the participation of the 
inspectors. The regular evaluation will also consist of risk detection as described (in 
Section6.4.2) 
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Figure 6.2: A proposal for an alternative teacher evaluation system 
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Chapter Seven: Participants’ Views on the Proposed Alternative 
Teacher Evaluation System 
 
7.1 Introduction  
In this chapter, head teachers’, inspectors’, and teachers’ comments are analysed regarding 
the alternative system proposed to them. As noted in Chapter Three, focus group 
interviews were conducted in nine schools, each involving five teachers (forty-four 
teachers, fifteen teachers in each district), while nine head teachers and twelve inspectors 
participated in the semi-structured interviews. 
 
The analysis is structured according to the three main steps of the alternative system: the 
first step involves an individual performance evaluation, the second step involves risk 
detection, and the third step involves tailored, intensive and regular evaluations. The three 
points of views are combined for each stage, and similarities and differences discussed in 
each case.  
 
On the whole the eight head teachers, twelve inspectors, and forty-two teachers responded 
positively to the alternative system and its appropriacy in meeting key professional 
development and summative aims. 
 
On the other hand, one head teacher, Maharb suggested that the current system only needs 
some improvements to work well, such as providing a mid-year report and adding more 
appropriate teacher training by inspection departments. Three teachers also rejected the 
alternative system. One teacher with 21 years’ experience was concerned that the proposed 
system would involve more work for teacher or evaluators than the current system does, 
and in his view, the MOE are not interested in monitoring improvements:   
 
The MOE wants to make sure that I teach students and follow the national 
curriculum, as well as demonstrate a commitment to my work. So, evaluators 
visit and follow up with me to collect evidence about my teaching, commitment 
to work, and what I teach. The MOE does not consider whether I have improved 
or I need improvement.  
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The other two teachers’ objection to the proposed system was its inclusion of student 
learning outcomes, arguing that students’ learning improves and develops based on both 
home and school experiences; if the students’ parents do not care about their education, it is 
not fair to include their learning in the teachers’ evaluations. One of them, with 7 years’ 
experience, stated that “it is not fair to include students’ learning in my evaluation as that 
requires work from both teachers and parents”. The other teacher with 34 years’ 
experience also disagreed with the proposal to use multiple tools: “I think observation is 
enough as evaluators can see from the first five minutes that I am a professional teacher”.  
7.2 The first step: Individual teacher evaluation 
7.2.1 Individual evaluation by head of department and head teacher 
The vast majority of participants (seven head teachers, all inspectors, and thirty-seven 
teachers) agreed with the proposal that all teachers ought to be evaluated by the head 
teachers and the heads of departments every school year, before the external evaluator is 
brought in. Head teachers argued that they and heads of departments are in a better 
position to supervise and evaluate, as they work with teachers on a daily basis, while 
inspectors only visit occasionally and briefly in the school year. Noriah, for example, 
stated “inspectors cannot follow-up all teachers every year as heads of departments can do 
with all the teachers in their departments. Furthermore, we [head teacher & department 
head] know about teachers’ true performance because we are with them in school”.  
 
Inspectors agreed with the head teachers on this issue. Hadel, for example, argued that “I 
try to cover different aspects of performance, but I am not with teachers in school. So, I 
can cover teaching inside the classroom, and I ask heads of departments about such as a 
teacher’s collaboration and behaviours”. Fahad also stated “they are in-school, they know 
their teachers' performance more than the inspectors. Also since they are available at all 
times they can evaluate the teachers throughout the school year. Thereby, they can 
evaluate their teachers accurately”. Teachers also thought that internal evaluators are 
better able to conduct evaluation accurately because of their daily contact with teachers. 
Theoretically, inspectors can evaluate teachers but the limited amount of time they have 
for observation limits the value of their perspective. One teacher with 8 years’ experience 
explained why internal evaluators are more able to get a comprehensive view than external 
evaluators:  
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The inspector had evaluated me in the previous year as weak (in inspector’s 
grade in my evaluation). The problem was that the first time that the inspector 
visited me, I was at a workshop in another school, then when the inspector tried 
to visit me again, I was participating in a moderation meeting in the MOE. The 
third time that the inspector came to the school, he evaluated me and wrote my 
final report based on the one visit. He said that I was not committed to my work 
and left my class. 
 
Another argument put forward by an inspector, Mubarak, is that giving internal evaluators 
the responsibility for evaluation before risk detection would allow inspectors to focus on 
their other responsibilities: “Conducting internal individual evaluations for all teachers will 
be helpful for inspectors as inspectors will focus on other responsibilities, such as 
preparing tests, curriculum, follow-up with heads of departments in schools, etc.” 
 
One head teacher, Hasah, thought inspectors should participate in the evaluation of all 
teachers before risk detection. She argued that inspectors have experience in teaching and 
in evaluating teachers both for assessing and promoting professional development and that 
this experience benefits the teachers. Five of the teachers mentioned the neutrality of 
inspectors as external evaluators and their role in maintaining a balance between evaluators, 
leading to a more accurate judgement. One of them with 13 years’ experience stated “an 
external is necessary to participate as a neutral evaluator, when internal evaluators may 
give me an unfair judgement if I have a personal problem with one of them - especially a 
head of department”.   
 
On the other hand, many teachers did not think inspectors would be neutral since in making 
their evaluation they rely mainly on the internal evaluators. One teacher with 14 years’ 
experience who is also head of department, stated that “The inspector asks me who is good, 
very good, and outstanding as inspectors have a lot of teachers and overload 
responsibilities, and they cannot memorize the names of the teachers”. Another teacher 
with 29 years’ experience saw the inspector as having a very limited rather than a neutral 
perspective: “Regarding inspectors that should participate as neutral evaluators. Many 
teachers can delude the inspector by doing a great job when inspectors visit them three or 
four times. They just work hard when the inspector visits them”.  
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With regard to Hasah’s argument about the inspectors’ experience in teacher evaluation, 
one inspector, Mubarak, suggested that inspector could have a role as guide, providing 
advice to heads of departments with less experience in evaluating teachers, particularly 
those in their first year as head of department. Wafa, inspector, also claimed “We should 
not leave a head of department without support to achieve the aims of teacher evaluation”. 
 
Mariam, head teacher, also made an interesting point regarding head teachers being 
allowed to ask for help from assistant head teachers. She suggested they could play a 
valuable part in supporting head teachers in their role:  
 
Head teachers should be allowed to ask for help from assistant head teachers 
when evaluating teachers as sometimes I am very busy and need some help. 
Assistant head teachers have the ability to evaluate teachers as they were once 
heads of departments. There could also be training for them in evaluating 
teachers before becoming head teachers themselves. 
 
The alternative system proposed providing a mid-year report and this was something that 
all the respondents thought would be useful. Asked why they supported the idea of a mid-
year report, respondents thought a mid-year report encourages and motivates teachers to 
work towards improving themselves early in the school year (second semester). Shafah, a 
head teacher, saw its potential to motivate both good and weaker teachers:  “Teachers with 
good and weak performances at the time of the mid-year report will be motivated to 
improve to avoid achieving this same result when it comes to their final judgement”. Hada, 
an inspector recalled the use of mid-year reports in the previous system “Teachers 
obtained mid-year reports before the current system, it was very useful for all teachers in 
the second semester. I do not understand why the MOE stopped providing this report to 
teachers”, adding that “I support providing it to teachers even though it only assists the 
teacher in improving by about 5%”.   
 
Teachers generally welcomed the use of mid-year reports as they felt that receiving reports 
about their performance in the early months of the school year helped them to improve 
their performance. Some teachers also thought the mid-year report might lead to more 
opportunities for them to attend courses, whether provided by the Kuwaiti teacher society, 
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private institutions, or inspection departments.  One teacher with 7 years experience 
explained that: 
 
 I receive a lot of invitations for courses in the MOE or Kuwait teacher society. 
If I obtain a mid-year report that shows me my weaknesses and strengths, I 
might think to accept invitation for appropriate courses to overcome weaknesses 
and develop strengths    
 
One head teacher, Shafah, also pointed out that mid-year reports are also a useful resource 
for internal evaluators, helping them to focus on those teachers whose performance has 
been evaluated as weak and to provide appropriate support, for example, by allowing them 
to select some courses by themselves or nominating them to take training courses.  
 
With regard to written feedback after observation, all of the participants saw it also as 
useful. Head teachers thought feedback helps teachers to change their approaches and 
make immediate improvements.  For example, Awatf pointed out “Many mistakes in the 
classroom can be prevented from occurring by the next session through providing 
feedback”. Fahad, an inspector with twelve years’ experience saw feedback as “supportive 
of a teacher’s self-reflection and improvement after observation, if the teacher has the 
intention to improve”. In one of the focus groups, teachers discussed whether reinstating 
the mid-year report would replace the need for written feedback after observation. The 
general consensus was that both would be necessary, as a teacher with 29 years’ 
experience explained: “feedback is helpful, but we miss the mid-year report and its 
benefits. So, we talk about the mid-year report more than feedback. In my opinion, I would 
prefer that even with a new system, teachers should have both”. 
 
In terms of providing a final report, seven head teachers and twelve inspectors thought a 
detailed report should be provided while Loui (head teacher) thought only the comments 
should be visible while the rating scores should be kept hidden. These views are discussed 
in Chapter five in the context of participants’ views about what the purpose of teacher 
evaluation system should be. Teachers, regardless of experience, also shared the view that 
a detailed final report should be provided, since they would feel recognised for what they 
have achieved and be motivated in the next school year to improve what they have not 
achieved and develop their performance. For example, a teacher with 13 years’ experience 
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stated “final reports would make a difference in learning. I will know what exactly need to 
improve in the next year or know what is the aspect of my performance that is very good to 
develop it to be outstanding”, while a relatively inexperienced teacher stated:  
 
I am a new teacher, I do not know what constitutes effective teaching or to be 
more clear I do not know all aspects of performance that are evaluated in 
teacher evaluation. Give me my final report so I know what needs to improve or 
be developed, or give me my reports to be satisfied with good or bad scores 
because I will know my mistakes (if there are mistakes) and I will not feel like I 
have been wronged. 
 
One focus group looked for reasons why the final report should not be made available to 
teachers in all its details. This researcher suggested to them that providing the final report to 
teachers may cause problem for evaluators. The response from one teacher with 10 years’ 
experience was that the details could in any case be obtained one way or another:   
 
Many teachers and I know our final individual performance score in an illegal 
way through some friends in educational districts, or some evaluators tell 
teachers the number. If I do not accept the score, I will appeal to the educational 
observer office (that is all, no need to make a problem if I have the right to 
appeal). 
 
Another teacher with 8 years’ experience felt strongly that “if providing the final report in 
detail for teachers would make a problem for evaluators with some teachers, that is not a 
reason to prevent all teachers in the MOE from obtaining their reports”.  
 
One aspect that all respondents agreed on was that the final report should remain private to 
the individual teacher, since it contains personal information; consequently, it was agreed 
that reports should be sent to the teacher’s home or collected from the educational district 
centre after being signed off and accredited by the evaluators at the end of the school year, 
as the researcher suggested (in the alternative system booklet).  
 
For example, Shafah stated “The final individual teacher evaluation reports consist of 
sensitive information and I believe many teachers would want to keep it private”. Noriah 
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added, “The final report is for the teacher. The teacher should have the freedom to keep it 
private or to discuss with his/her colleagues”. Inspectors, such as Fahad agreed that 
“Teacher evaluation reports include personal information so teachers should decide to let 
others know or stop them asking embarrassing questions as some teachers do not like 
other teachers knowing about their performance”. Hada pointed out that teachers often 
know who is outstanding and who is weak but that “the details of their final reports should 
be kept private and teachers should have the choice of showing other the details or not”. A 
teacher with 18 years’ experience thought that keeping reports confidential to the 
individual teacher would be a good idea since “there is no need to know the reports of 
other colleagues. The final report is for the individual’s performance”.  Another teacher 
with 10 years experience thought that making the reports available for anyone to see would 
cause problems for teachers “some teachers are jealous, knowing my score or other 
teachers’ scores  [if the final reports distribute in school] could make problems for us (e.g. 
asking head of department why this teachers and I am not)”. Teachers were asked whether 
the proposed way of delivering the final reports to individual teachers would prevent 
comparisons among teachers regarding performance reports. The unanimous view was that 
colleagues could discuss their performance and help one another without the need to know 
the details. One teacher with 9 years experience stated that  
 
If I want to ask for help or hold a discussion about performance (e.g. how to 
improve or what to do) I will raise the problem or concern straight away, I do 
not need show the teacher the details of all aspects of my performance or my 
scores.  Equally, my colleagues do not need the details of all aspects of my 
performance to answer my question about a particular point. 
 
Hasah, head teacher, agreed that sending the final report to the teacher’s home or it being 
collected by the individual teacher from the district office would stop teachers from 
negatively comparing themselves to one another; but she saw another advantage to giving 
teachers their final report after being signed off and accredited by evaluators, as she 
explained, it would stop teachers putting pressure on evaluators to change the score. Hasah 
was not the only evaluator with experience of being pressured by teachers to change a final 
report, as Abdualkreem’s comment illustrates “if teachers know their reports before 
accrediting, some teachers step up pressures on evaluators to change the reports”.  
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Participants also generally supported the linking of the final report to promotions and 
salary increases, as this is what already happens with the existing system, and thought it an 
appropriate purpose of teacher evaluation. They agree that outstanding teachers should be 
nominated for promotion and be awarded a salary increase. While, one teacher with 10 
years’ experience thought not just outstanding teachers but very good teachers should also 
be given recognition through promotions and salary increases: “very good teachers deserve 
to become head of department and be moved to a higher salary scale, since they do not 
perform less well than expected” 
 
Participants were also asked for their opinion about the tools that would be used to 
evaluate them in the first step: observation, student evaluation, self-evaluation using 
standardised checklist, peer evaluation for formative purposes, and teacher portfolios. 
 
Eight head teachers and ten of twelve inspectors supported using these tools in teacher 
evaluation, except for two head teachers of eight who did not want to use student 
evaluation. Their responses echoed those given in the context of the current system (See 
Chapter Five) regarding the ways in which how the various tools would contribute to more 
effective evaluations of teacher performance. Two of the inspectors, Noor and 
Abdualkreem, who had not been in favour of using multiple tools when interviewed about 
the current system, were supportive of them being used by internal evaluators in the 
proposed system. They argued that inspectors could evaluate teachers simply based on 
observation and Abdualkreem objected to the use of student evaluation, arguing that 
“students are unable to participate in teacher evaluation and their emotions will affect 
their evaluation”. 
 
The teachers strongly supported the use of multiple tools in the first step of the alternative 
system. In their view, there are advantages to using multiple tools: firstly, their performance 
will be evaluated more accurately as evaluators will get a clearer picture of their 
performance which will not depend on observation alone at a particular time; this would 
contribute to more reliable mid-year and final year reports that accurately reflect their 
performance, leading some teachers to work harder (such as those teachers who do a great 
job when evaluators observe them only inside the classroom); the inclusion of teacher self-
evaluation, students, and their work (portfolio) in the information evaluators are given 
about individual teachers would reduce subjectivity. The strength of their feelings about 
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multiple tools can be glimpsed in the following statement made by five teachers in one of 
the focus groups: “using various tools of teacher evaluation is like a dream”. 
 
Teachers also thought that the best way for teachers to share their experience is by visiting 
each other in the classroom and providing feedback to each other with a formative purpose. 
Teachers with 9 years experience, for example, stated “I don’t want my colleagues to 
evaluate me and use their opinions about my performance to make decisions about me. 
What would be good is if my colleague who observes me helps me rather than judges me”. 
Three teachers were not in favour of conducting peer evaluation, even for formative 
purposes, believing that in the absence of a consensus among the teachers, peer evaluation 
would result in subjective judgements. Since evaluators may take into account what a 
teacher says about his/her colleagues, this could indirectly affect their judgement about a 
teacher’s performance.  
 
Views about the use of students’ evaluation varied considerably among teachers. Six 
teachers objected to the use of students’ evaluation, arguing that students have no idea what 
teaching is and so are not able to determine the quality of teaching. They also pointed out 
that students do not like strict teachers, so even if a teacher is outstanding, if they are 
perceived as strict by the students, they will be evaluated negatively. Others teachers 
supported the idea of using students’ evaluation, arguing that since it is the students who 
are interacting with teachers every day, their views should be taken into account and that 
they could contribute valuable information about a teachers’ performance. Whilst agreeing 
that students have no idea what teaching is, some pointed out that students could be asked 
questions that would help to determine indirectly how they experienced the teaching.  For 
example, one teacher with 8 years’ experience stated: 
 
Students have to participate in reflecting on performance, as they are the most 
important element in the teaching and learning process. They are with the 
teachers in class and can give an impression to evaluators about our behaviour 
inside the classroom, whether we respect students, and take care of them and 
their learning and more. 
 
Participants were asked about their reasons for supporting the use of a standardised 
checklist for self-evaluation. Many of them see a standardised checklist as supporting the 
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teacher in making judgements about themselves, while some others see a standardised 
checklist as ensuring that all aspects of performance are addressed in the self-evaluation. 
Waleed, a head teacher, stated that “Some teachers face difficulties when they talk about 
themselves. A standardised checklist supports teachers in making judgements”. Alia, an 
inspector, also stated “Using a standardised checklist will make self-evaluation easy. 
Teachers will be asked particular questions that reflect how that teacher performs”. A 
teacher with 13 years experience saw the standardised checklist as making self-evaluation 
easy to conduct, as “I can answer questions better than take time to think about my 
performance then evaluate myself”. While Mariam, a head teacher, stated “to make self-
evaluation cover all aspects, as some teachers will give judgement about some aspects and 
may forget to cover other aspects” and similarly, inspector Nawaf saw the standardised 
sheet as ensuring that teachers “don’t forget something important about their 
performance”. A teacher with 7 years’ experience stated “Direct questions about my 
performance will make my judgement more accurate when conducting self-evaluation. 
Since I do not know what to include to reflect my performance during the school year”.  
 
Mohammed saw the benefits of the standardised checklist very much from the evaluator’s 
perspective: it makes teachers’ self-evaluation easy to analyse and evaluators can easily 
compare it to the criteria of teacher evaluation: “It is also good to compare teachers with 
his/her colleagues in the same school and other schools to help me know he is a good 
teacher”. However, one teacher with 2 years’ experience rejected the use of the 
standardised checklist, arguing that it would, “reduce self-evaluation”, stating a preference 
for “writing a short report about my performance”. 
7.2.2 Standardised tests 
All head teachers, all inspectors, and most teachers support the use of standardised tests 
and attaching the results of the students’ scores to the final individual teacher’s evaluation 
reports as evidence to be used in the next step, as suggested by this researcher.  
 
Participants thought that students’ scores could be used as evidence of a teacher’s 
effectiveness in aiding their students’ learning. For example, one head teacher, Loui, stated 
“standardised tests are very useful as the quality of learning can be aligned with the 
quality of teaching to determine the contribution of teachers to students’ learning”. One 
inspector, Hadel thought that teacher evaluation should not focus only on a teacher’s 
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performance“ but also evidence of students’ learning as obtained by standardised tests”. 
One teacher with 13 year’s experience thought that including results from standardised 
tests would ensure that “the quality of learning will be covered as well as the quality of 
teaching. There is a relative relationship between them, which determines a teacher’s 
efforts”.  
 
One head teacher, Noriah, thought that including these results would also motivate teachers 
to care about improving students’ learning:  
 
The focus in teacher evaluation will be both on teaching and learning, more than 
on non-teaching duties, which means that teachers who have not improved 
students’ learning will be asked to leave teaching as they cannot handle the 
demands of the job. 
 
Many teachers also thought standardised tests might serve as a shield for teachers, using 
them to make appeals if they felt their final evaluation report was unfair. For example, a 
teacher with 29 years’ experience stated:  
 
Students’ results from standardised tests can be used to support my appeal if I 
do not accept the evaluators’ judgement. However, within the current system, if I 
appeal there is nothing that will be changed because the educational observer 
only reviews the observation checklists and the final evaluation report. 
 
In contrast, one teacher with 13 years experience from Asimah district did not favour 
standardised tests being used, arguing that the standardised test does not distinguish 
between outstanding teachers and inadequate students or vice versa and does not account 
for the influence of family, curriculum and school environment on students’ level of 
achievement.   
 
Even teachers who were supportive of standardised tests being used in evaluating teacher 
performance had a number of concerns. First, if teachers are on leave or move to another 
school in the middle of the school year, and another teacher takes his or her place, it would 
not be possible to attach standardised test results to the report of the replacement teacher. 
Second, account has to be taken of students’ starting point. As three of the teachers pointed 
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out, some schools put students with weak academic records in one class and ask teachers 
with a long history of outstanding teaching to teach them. Third, students’ weakness in the 
Arabic language affects students’ results in other subjects, e.g. Islamic studies, social 
studies, and science, though, one teacher with 18 years’ experience suggested a solution to 
this in her own subject:  
 
Arabic language is the main problem for many students in primary school. 
Therefore, the standardised test for my subject (science) should include images 
and questions such as making the link between the question and the answer, and 
true and false. I mean reducing questions that ask students to write and require 
them to read carefully, since the test is not a language test.  
 
Concerns were also raised about how inspectors should consider students who have 
dyslexia and dyscalculia (special educational needs) as their schools are integrated (the 
MOE applies integration in some schools in different educational districts). One head 
teacher, Noriah, took a different perspective, expressing concern that high marks might not 
always accurately reflect student learning:  
 
Inspectors should consider the risks of high marks as well as low marks. Some 
teachers with high marks may teach their students techniques to achieve these 
marks on the tests and thus teachers may not actually be good at contributing to 
their students’ learning.  
 
With regard to who should conduct the standardised tests, this researcher suggested they be 
conducted by schools and the results sent to inspection departments in each district. 
However, there was concern that schools did not have the necessary expertise to conduct 
the tests. Ghadeer suggested that: 
 
I think that standardised tests should be set by experts for accurate results. 
MOE’s centre for evaluation and measurement (National Centre for Educational 
Development, [NCED]) can conduct these tests, from design to marking and 
sending the results to inspection departments. As NCED has staff that are 
experts for standardised test.   
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Two head teachers felt that although school staff are not experts, the school should still be 
involved in the process, as Noriah suggested: “the centre can ask the school to help them 
to administering the tests in order to make it easier to conduct (not analyse the results) as 
this centre does not have a large staff”. Waleed elaborated on this potential collaboration 
between the NCED and individual teachers, suggesting that:  
 
Schools can participate in administering and mark the tests, as every teacher 
can observe the test for a different subject and also ask physical education 
teachers and art teachers for their help. With regard to who marks the test, every 
department can mark their own test by covering the students’ names. Then, the 
results can be sent to NCED to be analysed and sent to the inspection 
department. 
 
Teachers thought it should be the NCED in the MOE that designs and analyses the 
standardised tests as an expert party. For example, one teacher with 7 years experience 
stated “… centre staff have more expertise … they know how to design and mark 
standardised tests”. The vast majority of teachers support being involved in administering 
standardised tests in school and then sending them back to the centre for analysis.  One 
teacher with 12 years experiences stated “this is a possible way to administering tests since 
the NCED does not have a large staff to administer tests in schools”. Another teacher with 
7 years experiences commented “we administer tests from this centre every school year, for 
the fifth stage in primary school. Standardised tests are impossible to administer in all 
schools in Kuwait without our help”. 
 
All the inspectors agreed with Ghadeer that since a centre already exists within the MOE 
(NCED) with the necessary expertise, the standardised tests should be designed and marked 
by this centre. Some of them, e.g. Mohammed and Nawaf, shared the same opinion with 
head teachers and teachers that inspectors are unable to create and analyse the standardised 
test as well as the experts in this centre can do. However, other inspectors expressed a 
preference for the tests to be designed and analysed by a neutral party. For example, Noor 
explained that the “inspection department should not be involved in teacher evaluation 
before risk detection”. She also disagreed with those who stated that inspection 
departments do not have experience in conducting standardised tests: “Inspectors are able 
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to carry out standardised tests since in our department, [Arabic inspection department] 
standardised test are conducted every school year”.  
7.2.3 Signals  
All head teachers, inspectors, and teachers agreed that, in addition to the standardised test 
results, certain additional documents should be attached to the final individual teacher 
evaluation report, as this researcher suggests in the booklet. These documents would be 
used as signals and would consist of reports about certificates of attendance for training 
courses and workshops, including any certifications that teachers have obtained in the 
school year with regard to teaching or learning even if obtained from private institutions or 
centres as part of their personal professional development.  
 
Head teachers, inspectors and teachers agreed that the inclusion of these documents in the 
final evaluation report would encourage teachers to participate in training courses and 
workshops, and more generally, to engage in personal and professional development, not 
just the weaker teachers but the good ones too, as Shafah, a head teacher, explained:  
“Documenting training courses and workshops attended within the final teacher evaluation 
report will motivate teachers to attend courses put on by inspection departments or other 
schools– especially very good teachers and outstanding teachers”. Waleed thought this 
aspect of the alternative system is important in that it would acknowledge those teachers 
who engage in development activities: “this is a great point, to support personal 
professional development, as well as protect the right and effort of teachers who work on 
themselves by attending courses”. From the inspector’s point of view, Hadel saw the 
inclusion of these documents as supporting and motivating teachers “to be involved in 
professional development, and other such activities to obtain certificates that can be 
attached to their evaluation”. For Mohammed, another inspector, these documents would 
help him to see what teachers had done over the school year to develop their teaching: 
“there will be a record of training courses in signals that can show us the difference 
between teachers who work to develop themselves and other teachers who do not, which 
will motivate them to get involved in training courses”. From the teacher’s view, one 
teacher with 9 years’ experience spoke of the desire to have their efforts acknowledged:  
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If my personal development or attendance at courses in the MOE will be 
recorded, I will be motivated to involve myself in professional development, as 
my efforts will be acknowledged and distinguish between me and other teachers 
who do not work on themselves.  
 
Ghadeer also suggested adding a report about a teacher’s attendance and absences, and 
warning letters for late attendance, as being valuable evidence of teachers’ commitment to 
their work. Inspectors also saw the value of such documents in reflecting other aspects of 
teacher performance outside of the classroom. Ali, for example, thinks “these documents 
will give a picture of a teacher’s commitment”. Teachers agreed with inspectors and head 
teachers regarding the value of including this kind of documentation, and in addition saw 
these documents as potentially useful when making appeals regarding their final teacher 
evaluation reports. In one of the focus groups, the following comment by one teacher with 
7 years’ experience gained the unanimous support of the other members of the group “We 
do that, we commit to work. So, there is no fear of including some documents on what we 
actually do as these documents will not affect our score but may support our objection and 
show the truth”. 
 
There was less consensus regarding the inclusion of parents’ complaints, however.  Four 
head teachers, one inspector, and seven teachers agreed that the signals should include 
complaints from parents, in that this would be a way of involving parents in teacher 
evaluation. For example, Mariam, head teacher, stated “teacher evaluation criteria include 
dealing with parent. Complaints will show the way teachers deal with parents”. Another 
head teacher, Hasah stated “it could be useful to include parents’ views in teacher 
evaluation, especially with weaker teachers, as it will help to confirm our judgement”.  
Furthermore, Loui, a head teacher, thought that including parent evaluation would have a 
positive effect, in that “This could make teachers care about parents, as some teachers do 
not care about parents’ complaints. I have tried to solve similar problems many times but 
some teachers do not avoid creating the same problem in the future”. One inspector, 
Hadel, saw parental complaints as making an important contribution to risk detection:    
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If there are complaints about the performance and behaviour of an individual 
teacher, these should be included as they are helpful in making a judgement in 
risk analysis. An evaluator should look at a teacher’s performance and their 
behaviour as teachers in teacher evaluation. 
 
Seven teachers agreed with including parents’ complaints as an indication of issues that 
may be occurring for their child.  For example, one teacher (10 years’ experience) stated:  
 
Parents follow up and teach their children at home, so they are a part of 
learning. They can add some important information about teachers (e.g. 
mistakes in tasks by teachers or wrong things, such as in Mathematics or 
English when they ‘teach students wrong’) that may be uncovered by evaluators. 
 
A teacher with 11 years’ experience also thought including parents’ complaints was a 
useful safeguard against bad teaching: 
 
Some teachers behave badly in dealing with students but many students will not 
tell a counsellor in school or a head teacher or the head of the department. 
Instead, they state the problem to their parents and parents state the problem to 
a counsellor or head teacher. By including parents’ complaints about such bad 
behaviour, this kind of problem might be mitigated. Those teachers will respect 
students if their parents can complain and their complaints will be attached to 
their evaluation  
 
In contrast, four head teachers preferred not to include complaints from parents, arguing 
that many complaints from parents are malicious and false, as students may say things to 
their parents about teachers that are not true. Eleven of twelve inspectors thought that 
complaints from parents would not be useful in evaluating teacher performance, especially 
when determining whether the teacher needs tailored evaluation or not. For example, 
Abdualkreem, felt that such complaints should not be made public and should instead be 
kept within the school and be addressed by the school’s management: “We cannot judge a 
teacher on the extent to which parents are happy with him/her. The complaint will be 
resolved when school management addresses it or the MOE investigates the complaint by 
other departments”.  
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Most teachers also rejected the idea of including parents’ complaints.  Some of them 
pointed out that parents only intervene if students fail in particular subjects, in which case 
they come to school to complain about those teachers. Some of them argued that parents’ 
complaints are resolved in school by the school’s management, so there is no need to 
include complaints that are already resolved. Others pointed out that parents may overstate 
matters and indeed, that some parents may exaggerate praise for a teacher as a way to 
ensure that the teacher will help their child. Conversely, parents can have unrealistic 
expectations about the amount of individual care a teacher can have for their child, putting 
a teacher in an impossible position, as this female teacher in a boys’ school recounts: 
 
One of my students asked me to go to the toilet and as he was running back to 
the class, he hurt his head. The following day, his father came to make a 
complaint about me saying that I did not take care of his son. The father said 
that I should have taken his son to the toilet and waited for him due to his son 
still being a child (he was in Year 4) [students are roughly nine years old], but to 
do what his father said, I would have had to leave my class of 25 students to take 
care of his son. 
7.3 Second step: Risk detection  
All participants agree on the inspectors’ role regarding teacher evaluation, which starts after 
the final individual performance reports, students’ scores in standardised tests, and signals 
to detect a risk with teachers’ performances have been gathered, as suggested by this 
researcher in the booklet.  
 
Inspectors shared the view that although they would not be directly involved in teacher 
evaluation, their role would be to regularly check teachers’ performance as a way of 
monitoring the teachers and quality of their teaching. For example, Mubarak stated “we 
will not be involved in evaluating all teachers, but our eyes will be open on all teachers” 
and Fahad added “we are closed to teachers”. Head teachers’ agreed that the inspectors’ 
role should be to monitor teachers’ performance and to detect risk based on the internal 
evaluators’ reports and other evidence.  Loui, for example, thinks that “through this step, 
the inspector can monitor teacher evaluation, instead of participating in teacher evaluation 
for all teachers as an external evaluator”.  
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Furthermore, inspectors and head teachers agreed that the evaluation report, students’ 
score, and other evidence, would help inspectors in analysing teachers’ performance and 
detecting risk. As Ali, an inspector stated, “…with this evidence, I can make decisions 
about a teacher’s performance if there is a risk with a teacher’s performance”. Shafah, 
head teacher, thought the proposed array of documentation would facilitate risk detection, 
“as inspectors through individual evaluation report will analyse the teaching practice, 
standardised tests will analyse the quality of learning, and other documents will analyse 
different things related to a teacher’s performance”. Teachers also agreed that the 
inspector’s role would be to check and analyse different parts of their performance based 
on different sources of evidence. For example, one teacher with 18 years’ experience 
stated: “inspectors will analyse a teacher’s performance not only based on what evaluators 
said or have seen inside the classroom, but the evaluator will look at learning outcomes, 
and professionalism”.   
 
Inspectors, head teachers, and teachers also thought that discrepancy between the final 
teacher evaluation reports and other evidence could signal risk, or if teachers are evaluated 
as weak and good performance, as per the researcher’s suggestion in the booklet. 
Mohammed, inspector, thought that “weak and good teachers pose a risk based on their 
score, but inspectors also should have freedom to determine the risk with outstanding and 
very good teacher based on standardised tests and signals”. Noriah, head teacher, also 
thought that “inspector should detect risk if there is no link between outstanding or very 
goof performance reports, and other information. This kind of checking is needed to see if 
teachers are really outstanding”. Another head teacher, Mariam also thought inspectors 
should participate in evaluating those teachers who are good “a good performance may 
become weak the following year if a teacher does not receive sufficient supervision. So, the 
inspector can focus on both weak and good teachers in order to prevent deterioration in 
the performance of good teachers”. Teachers shared the same view with other participants. 
For example, as one teacher with 8 years’ experience put it “Inspection departments should 
have the freedom to determine risk even though the score of the teacher evaluation is 
outstanding, since inspectors have other standardised results, and signals. They can use to 
see if a teacher is really outstanding”. Another teacher with 10 years’ experience thought  
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I do not like teachers to obtain outstanding score, if they do not deserve this 
score. By allowing inspectors to detect risk if there is no match between the 
results of the three elements [the final individual evaluation report, standardised 
test, signal] that will expose fake outstanding teachers (weak teachers who do 
not work hard and obtain an outstanding score, due to a personal relationship 
or for other reasons). That will make me feel less depressed.  
 
The effect of personal relationships on teacher evaluation and in particular, on the final 
report, was also a concern for Noriah, a teacher with 10 years’ experience “linking the 
standardised tests and signals with the final evaluator report will reduce the effect of 
personal relationships on teacher evaluation”. She explained teachers who have a good 
personal relationship with head teachers, will be less able to put pressure on head teachers 
to give them a high score, as inspectors will be able to tell from the other sources of 
evidence whether a teacher does deserve to be evaluated as outstanding. 
 
Participants also agreed that in the risk detection step, a committee of inspectors should 
make decisions about risks regarding an individual teacher’s performance, as suggested in 
the booklet. The head teachers and inspectors thought a group of inspectors would be more 
effective than one inspector in making decisions about risk because, as head teacher Awatf 
explained “a group of people means different opinions and perspectives will be presented 
that will lead to a valid decision”. Hada, an inspector, stated that: 
  
A teacher may be identified as posing a risk based solely on a subjective opinion 
and, this is more likely to happen when one inspector conducts the risk detection, 
whereas with a group of inspectors, subjectivity can be reduced as one inspector 
cannot impose their opinion without evidence. 
 
Teachers also thought a committee of inspectors should implement this second step for 
similar reasons:  a group of inspectors would lead to more accurate decisions about risk, 
since perceptions about risk might differ from inspector to inspector.  Teachers, as other 
participants, thought that a committee’s decisions was less likely to be influenced by 
personal relationships since some teachers may have personal problems with particular 
inspectors, thereby reducing the element of subjectivity.  
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All participants (except for one head teacher and five teachers) thought that if no risk was 
detected, teachers should be trusted and receive regular evaluation, unless inspectors found 
risk in the next annual risk detection, with individual teacher evaluation by internal every 
school year.  Head teachers shared the belief that trusting outstanding and very good 
teachers is a kind of motivation for them to keep up their standard of teaching and indeed, 
improve upon it, as Awatf commented: “Teachers identified as not at risk will be 
motivated towards further development due to the fact that they have been trusted by a risk 
analysis process”. Inspectors concur, with Fahad stating “outstanding teachers do not need 
to be evaluated externally every year. Let them feel that they are trusted and supported to 
do a great job every year”.  
 
Teachers had varying views on how outstanding and very good teachers needed to be 
evaluated. A teacher with 15 years’ experience stated “if I am outstanding teacher and 
there is no risk in my performance, annual risk detection is enough. Inspectors will not add 
something for me”. Other teachers confirmed the comments made by evaluators, in stating 
that feeling trusted would encourage them to keep working hard. For example, a teacher 
with 7 years’ experience said “I like this idea, it makes me feel I am really outstanding ... I 
will keep doing my best”. Another teacher, with 9 years’ experience also thought that 
feeling trusted would encourage her to be very good or outstanding every school year to 
avoid the loss of reputation that would occur if she were to be identified as at risk:  
 
I will do my best to be trusted and to avoid the disgrace of being detected as at 
risk in my performance, which would result in loss of reputation or respect. 
Especially when my colleagues see the inspector visiting me in the classroom, 
while they are evaluated by the internal evaluator because they are very good or 
outstanding. 
 
Participants also agreed with the suggestion that once a risk has been identified in a 
teacher’s performance, the teacher should receive a tailored evaluation. However, 
inspectors should look at the history of the teacher’s performance before making the 
decision to evaluate them directly. If a teacher has been evaluated as outstanding in 
previous years, inspectors can choose to trust them even if they have currently been 
identified as at risk.  
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With regards to the importance of looking at a teacher’s history, Ghadeer, head teacher, 
stated “teachers should not be put in a circle of risk because of one year in which they 
performed badly”. Another had teacher, Loui thought looking at a teacher’s past record is 
important because it enables evaluators to make a distinction between teachers who need 
tailored evaluation and those whose weak performance is temporary: “Some teachers may 
be outstanding teachers but in a particular year they may have problems or circumstances 
that affect their performance”.  
 
All inspectors agreed that being able to refer back to previous evaluations would help them 
in knowing when it was appropriate to give teachers another opportunity to improve by 
themselves without intervention, as Mubarak explained: 
 
If the teacher had an outstanding performance for five or ten years, then it does 
not make sense to identify them as at risk just because they’ve had one bad year 
out of the past 10. Absolutely, there is something wrong; so as an inspection 
team we should give the teacher another opportunity to improve by themselves 
within a year without intervention.  
 
Indeed, Alia argued that “if there are teachers with outstanding outcomes for at least the 
last five years, they can improve themselves with internal and training courses or 
workshops”. 
 
In this regard, teachers too thought it important to take a teacher’s past performance record 
into consideration, since teachers may suffer from problems that may affect their 
performance in a given year. Therefore, sometimes it is appropriate to give them the 
opportunity to improve by themselves during the following academic year. Female teachers 
were strongly in favour of this approach since as one female teacher with 6 years’ 
experience explained: 
 
Many female teachers have taken maternity leave and they go back to school in 
the last three months of the school year. They do not obtain outstanding or very 
good because they have returned to teaching at the end of the school year so 
evaluators do not judge them as outstanding even though they deserve to be. 
With alternative system, if teachers have previously obtained outstanding, but 
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then don’t because of maternity leave, they will be given the opportunity to do so 
again in the next year before being given tailored evaluation, as they may not 
need it. 
 
The five teachers who thought inspectors should be involved in the first step, though that 
teachers at risk should receive intensive evaluation conducted by two inspectors. They 
rejected the idea of tailored and regular evaluation as proposed but did agree that a 
teacher’s history should be taken into account before making the decision to conduct an 
intensive evaluation, in order to give teachers opportunity to improve. Hasah, a head 
teacher, also thought that the inspector should participate in the first step and that intensive 
evaluation should be conducted by two inspectors but rejected the idea of looking at a 
teacher’s history before making decision about intensive evaluation, believing “if there is 
risk, the history does not make sense”. 
 
Finally, one inspector, Abdualkreem thought that what would be helpful in the risk 
detection step would be if the inspection department were to provide a list of training 
opportunities:  
 
In risk detection, we can read the needs of teachers as their reports are available 
to us as an inspection team. Thereby, we can identify the areas in which there is 
the greatest need for training among teachers and prepare a list of training 
courses that could be appropriate for them. 
7.4 Third step: Tailored, intensive and regular evaluation 
With regard to tailored evaluation for teachers who pose a risk, one subject inspector will 
replace department heads in the first step: individual teacher evaluation. Teachers who do 
not improve and are still at risk in the following annual risk detection will receive intensive 
evaluation within the next year but this time, two subject inspectors will be involved in the 
individual teacher evaluation.  
 
Head teachers believe the benefit of inspectors’ participation in evaluating teacher with 
risk is that they can pay more attention to those teachers.  For example, Waleed stated the 
advantage as being that “Inspectors will focus on teachers who pose a risk in their 
performance, in order to improve their practice. Inspectors will not waste their time with 
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teachers who do not need inspection due to the fact that they are outstanding”. Noriah 
concurred, adding that “The focus of the inspector’s role can be on improving teachers 
who need improvement”.  Shafah also saw this approach as an efficient use of the 
inspector’s expertise and their limited time: “Inspectors will not need to spend time with all 
the teachers…. thus teachers who need improvement will be supported by a subject expert, 
such as an inspector”.  
 
The proposed approach to dealing with teachers at risk was seen by inspectors as saving 
time, through judicious role allocation between internal and external evaluators. As 
Mubarak stated:  
 
Inspectors will have a number of teachers at risk and inspectors will know what 
their weaknesses and risks are with regard to teacher performance before 
starting the tailored evaluation. Therefore, the inspectors will not waste their 
time determining the strengths and weaknesses, but can start from where the 
internal evaluators ended, by focusing on improvement. 
 
Teachers also believed that if inspectors only focused on some teachers that are at risk, 
they would also be able to do the follow up. For instance, one teacher with 18 years’ 
experience stated “… inspectors can also follow them up step by step as inspectors will 
only evaluate teachers who are at risk – not all teachers”. Another teacher with 12 years 
experience argued “… so, there will be no excuse for insufficient follow up with teachers, 
and asking the head of department to give a report to him/her [inspector] about the 
teacher”.  
 
Some inspectors also thought tailored or intensive evaluation would enable inspectors to 
address some of the problems in the current system. For example, Abdualkreem, 
Mohammed and Ali referred to the difficulties with evaluating the teaching of social studies 
and science due to a lack of specialisation at all school levels. The proposed system would 
resolve this as by only evaluating teachers at risk, it will be more possible to match up 
inspector and teacher according to level and subject, so an inspector from primary would 
evaluate teachers in primary schools and so on. Mubarak also points out that by applying 
tailored and intensive evaluations, the proposed system may also solve the gender issue as 
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the inspector may ensure that female inspectors are with female teachers, and male 
inspectors with male teachers.  
 
Another benefit of tailored and intensive evaluation as pointed out by one teacher with 29 
years’ experience is that any difficulties that arise between inspector and teacher can be 
addressed more easily: 
 
The head of an inspection department in an educational district can monitor 
inspectors who participate in evaluating teachers at risk. That may lead to 
solving problems that may arise between teachers and inspectors. Teachers can 
also complain to head inspectors to avoid some personal problems or other 
types of problems before the problem affects their performance. 
 
Participants also supported the idea of imposing sanctions on a teacher who does not 
improve after intensive intervention. For example, one teacher with 8 years’ experience 
suggested that “a teacher who does not improve after intensive evaluation does not deserve 
to be a teacher. It does not make sense to allow this teacher to teach if there is no 
improvement after tailored and intensive evaluation”. Wafa, an inspector, thought that a 
teacher who is not able to improve after intensive and ongoing input from evaluators, 
should be dismissed. Head teacher, Loui expressed a similar view: “if after internal, 
tailored and intensive evaluation a teacher still does not improve, the problem is the 
teacher, and he should not teach students anymore”. 
 
In terms of the division of responsibility between evaluating teaching and learning on the 
one hand, and teacher’s commitment to work and collaboration on the other, participants 
had a range of views. In the suggested system in both tailored and intensive evaluation, the 
inspector would concentrate on teacher and learning aspects, while head teachers would 
focus on a teacher’s commitment to their work and collaboration with staff and colleagues. 
However, there is variance between participants’ views on which aspects should be 
evaluated by inspectors and head teachers in tailored and intensive evaluation. 
 
Eight of the twelve inspectors preferred to work to improve teachers’ performance without 
the help of internal evaluators. Hadel reasoned that “Internal evaluators do what they can 
with teachers before inspectors detect risks. Therefore, let us see what the inspector can do 
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with teachers who pose risk”. Fahad thought inspectors “should have the freedom to find 
out and improve what we determine as risk”. Thirty-two teachers thought inspectors should 
concentrate on teaching and learning, the main rationale being that heads of departments 
and head teachers play their part in the first step of individual teacher evaluation before risk 
detection, and therefore inspectors should be the ones to identify the risks and then 
concentrate on improving those aspects in a teachers’ performance.  
 
By contrast, three of the head teachers thought head teachers should also focus on teaching 
and learning to avoid the potential subjectivity that could arise if only inspectors evaluate 
all aspects of performance. Mariam stated: “… because one person’s judgement is 
subjective. In the first step, two internal evaluators should be used, and similarly, in a 
tailored evaluation, two evaluators should also evaluate the teacher in teaching and 
learning”. Four out of twelve inspectors thought head teachers should have a role in in all 
aspects, agreeing with Mariam’s view that multiple perspectives reduces subjectivity.  For 
example, Noor stated that “teachers should be evaluated by two evaluators, especially in 
teaching and learning aspects of teacher evaluation so as to be more accurate, and more 
credible”. 
 
Other four head teachers thought that they and the inspectors should evaluate teachers in 
teaching and learning, as well as their commitment to their work. For example, Shafah 
stated “if either internal and external evaluators participate in teacher evaluation, each 
evaluator should participate in the full evaluation of teaching, learning and commitment to 
work”. Awatf claimed “they are a teacher in our school, I am a manager and I should 
therefore participate with inspectors in evaluating that teacher, I do not want to lose my 
power”. Ten teachers also thought that head teachers should participate in all aspects of 
teacher evaluation. For example, one of them with 15 years’ experience stated,  
 
Although both inspectors and head teachers have left teaching, they both have 
experience. But head teachers have more experience in the educational field 
than inspectors. I believe that head teachers can help teachers as well as advise 
inspectors on some aspects of teaching or learning. 
 
One of the head teacher participants, Mariam, subsequently changed her mind about the 
head teacher’s role in intensive evaluation, and agreed that inspectors should evaluate 
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teaching and learning aspects, while head teachers focus on a teacher’s commitment to their 
work and collaboration with staff and colleagues: “two evaluators, even though they are 
both external, and I will focus on commitment to work. With two evaluators (inspectors), I 
believe subjectively will be avoided”. The four inspectors who thought that head teachers 
and inspectors should focus on both the teaching learning aspects, and the commitment to 
work and collaboration in tailored evaluation, also changed their opinions with regards to 
intensive evaluation, with Noor arguing “two evaluators can conduct evaluations for 
teaching and learning aspects that are more accurate and reduce subjectivity”. Noor came 
around to thinking that “head teachers are more able to focus on evaluating commitment to 
work than inspectors, as this is a part of school management”. Two teachers also changed 
their opinions regarding the role of inspectors, with one teacher with 9 years’ experience 
stating: 
 
After intensive evaluation, sanctions may be taken against teachers, so I think 
two inspectors should participate so as to provide careful and accurate teacher 
evaluations. As head teachers are the ones who will evaluate all teachers, I don’t 
think they would be able to conduct intensive evaluation as well. 
 
Another head teacher, Hasah, who thought inspectors should have a role prior to risk 
detection in the second step, thought that two inspectors could evaluate teachers effectively 
without head teachers’ participation, stating “let them take their opportunities to improve 
teachers”. 
 
With regard to regular evaluation for all teachers (regardless of risk), all participants 
(except Hasah and five teacher who thought inspectors should participate in the first step 
every year) supported the participation of inspectors with internal evaluators to evaluate all 
teachers. They agreed that regular evaluation and the participation of external evaluators is 
necessary in order to ensure that the performance of those teachers evaluated as 
‘outstanding’ by internal evaluators does not pose any risk. One inspector Alia, argued that 
“internal and external evaluators should collaborate to achieve the aims of regular 
evaluation, which are checking and evaluating all teachers (including those not at risk)”. 
 
Participants thought that all aspects of a teacher’s performance should be evaluated by both 
internal and external evaluators in regular evaluation. Given the limited time inspectors 
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had to visit all teachers in their classrooms, compared to heads of departments and head 
teachers, they thought that without the input of the internal evaluators, inspectors would 
not be able to make accurate judgements. As one inspector, Hada commented:  
 
All teachers have to be evaluated but inspectors will not be able to visit teachers 
in the classroom many times in a term. Therefore, internal evaluators should be 
involved in all aspects of teacher evaluation to make the most accurate 
judgements.  
 
Participants’ views differed with regards to how often regular evaluation should be 
conducted and can be divided into two groups. The first group, comprising twenty-one 
teachers, elven inspectors, and seven head teachers, support regular evaluation every three 
years. Mohammed’s view was shared by this group: “inspectors should conduct regular 
evaluation every three school years. I believe that inspectors should not leave the 
outstanding or very good teacher for more than three years without at least checking in on 
the classroom”. And head teacher, Shafah concurred, stating that “four years is too long, 
the teacher should be evaluated by external and internal evaluators for more credibility at 
least every three years”.  The second group, which included sixteen teachers and one 
inspector, supported regular evaluation every four year, believing that four years is a 
suitable length of time to leave between evaluations of teachers who have been appraised as 
outstanding or very good. One teacher with 7 years’ experience stated that “regular 
evaluation is not about formative and summative purposes, rather it is about checking 
teachers with no risk. Four years is a good time”. The inspector in this group, Mubarak, 
agreed with the teachers, arguing that: “three years is not so different to four years, four is a 
good time to check all teachers, as during those four years so we should concentrate our 
attention on those teachers who need to improve”.  
 
Finally, Mubarak pointed out an interesting point about teachers who are given intensive 
evaluation at the same time as conducting regular evaluation, suggesting that “two subject 
inspectors should be free to evaluate teachers in intensive evaluation in each district, while 
all inspectors participate in regular evaluation”. 
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7.5 Implementing the alternative system: some considerations 
The analysis of participants’ views has highlighted a number of points that should be taken 
into account when implementing the alternative system: 
• Training and workshops should be provided for teachers to introduce them to self-
evaluation and peer evaluation, as well as to preparing a teachers’ portfolio.  
• The number of inspectors needs to be increased so that inspectors can focus on 
teachers alongside their other responsibilities.  
• Training and workshops for all evaluators (internal and external) are needed on how 
to conduct the alternative system. This includes how to use multiple tools of teacher 
evaluation, and both formative and summative evaluation. 
• Guidelines for teachers and evaluators of the alternative system should be provided, 
and there should be regulations and sanctions for evaluators when they ignore any 
part of the system policy.  
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Chapter Eight: Discussion and Implications 
 
8.1 Introduction 
This study has analysed and evaluated the current teacher evaluation system in Kuwait 
from the perspectives of teachers, head teachers, and inspectors. The objectives of the 
research, in this sense, have been to look at the purposes of evaluation, evaluation tools, 
the involvement of internal and external evaluators, and to consider teachers’ views about 
the extent to which the current system supports them in developing professionally. 
Furthermore, the study proposed an alternative system for teacher evaluation based on a 
‘Risk-based analysis’ approach and explored the participants’ view on its potential for the 
improvement and development of teacher evaluation in Kuwait.  
 
The study was based on a questionnaire that was distributed to 599 teachers, interviews 
with nine head teachers, and twelve inspectors, as well as nine focus groups that were 
conducted with teachers in nine primary schools. The results constitute the basis for a 
discussion in response to the research questions. 
  
The chapter is divided into sections, as follows: Section 8.2 will discuss the actual and 
desired purposes of teacher evaluation; section 8.3 will discuss the tools of teacher 
evaluation that are currently used and that should be used; section 8.4 will discuss the 
involvement of internal and external evaluators; section 8.5 will discuss the teachers’ 
views about the extent to which current system supports them; section 8.6 will discuss 
participants’ views on the proposed alternative system; section 8.7 will present the 
implications of the findings and make recommendations; section 8.8 discusses the 
limitations of the study; and section 8.9 proposes ideas for further research.  
8.2 The purposes of teacher evaluation 
The current teacher evaluation system in Kuwait, according to the teachers’ views, has a 
stronger focus on determining teacher performance and making decisions about rewards 
and sanctions than on promoting professional development. Head teachers and inspectors 
concur with this view. When asked about preferred purposes, while teachers accept that it 
should be used to make decisions about rewards and sanctions, they favour also using 
evaluation for professional development purpose. The results show that there are 
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statistically significant differences between the actual and desired purposes, based on their 
perspectives (p <.05). Head teachers and inspectors support the idea that teacher evaluation 
should be used for professional development and indeed rate it as of equal importance to 
its summative purposes. This reflects the teacher evaluation policy, which states that the 
summative and professional development purposes should have equal weight (KTS, 2010; 
MOE, 2011). Thus, in both teachers’ and evaluators’ views, there is an imbalance between 
the actual and intended purposes of teacher evaluation in Kuwait when it comes to 
professional development and summative purposes: in practice, there is too little focus on 
teacher development. This result was unexpected and surprising due to this researcher’s 
expectation of whether the policy of teacher evaluation determines the purpose, evaluators 
or MOE will be committed to the policy. 
 
This study found, however, some disparity in views within the teacher group. Teachers 
with long working experience (more than 20 years) tend to claim that practice is more 
aligned with policy. In other words, that teacher evaluation in practice gives priority to 
both professional development and summative purposes. There are also some 
contradictions between the findings of the current study and previous research by Alsanafi 
(2012). She found that professional development and determining teacher performance are 
largely met by the current system, but that the system is not appropriate for transferring the 
latter information into decisions about sanctions and rewards. This may be due to the 
smaller sample size: Alsanafi’s study involved only 110 social science teachers in two 
educational districts, while the current result came from large sample in three districts, 
from teachers of several subjects, and included head teachers and inspectors.  
 
There are several possible explanations why participants see the evaluation system as not 
sufficiently focussing on professional development. First, there is a lack of openness 
regarding the final individual teacher evaluation report, which is not provided to teachers 
but kept confidential. Teachers thus do not know about their progress or weaknesses at the 
end of the school year, and cannot compare their performance overall to the criteria of 
effective teaching. Second, the system does not recognise any professional development 
teachers do undertake; except for teachers whose performance is a cause for concern, 
teachers are not obliged to attend courses designed by the inspection departments or other 
schools and no records are kept of their attendance at training courses and workshops. 
Thus, teachers whose performance has been rated as good or outstanding, may not be 
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motivated to participate in professional development because training course attendance is 
not accounted for in their evaluation. Third, some teachers are evaluated more on their non-
duty teaching activities, which include cooperating with school management and organising 
school activities, than on the other aspects of their performance. This may lead some 
teachers to focus on organising school activities or doing some work that teachers do not 
have to do (e.g. school management tasks) in order to attain an outstanding performance 
result, rather than trying to improve their teaching or enhance their strengths.  
 
Suggestions with regards to achieving a balance between the two purposes can be inferred 
from the findings. Firstly, openness with regards to the final evaluation, which in practice 
would involve giving individuals their final detailed report. In other words, disclosure can 
be used to support professional development. By providing them with the details of their 
final performance report, teachers would be more aware of what they have achieved and 
what they need to improve upon (while encouraging outstanding teachers to maintain that 
level). This also may help them to understand what constitutes effective teaching, and thus 
know how to deliver the best performance that they can. Providing detailed information in 
the final report, of course, may cause problems such as less collaboration if a teacher gets a 
lower score than he or she expects, although many head teachers in this research did not 
think this would be the case. Contrasting views are reported in Alhamdan (1998) for 
example, who found that some teachers, head teachers, and inspectors supported keeping 
results confidential because of the belief that they would cause problems among teachers 
and between teachers and evaluators (head teachers and inspectors). Similarly, Alsanafi 
(2012) suggested that the final result of the evaluation should be provided to teachers but 
without a grade attached (only provide comments about a teacher’s performance) to avoid 
causing problems between teachers and head teachers.  
 
The second suggestion to arise from the findings is that teacher evaluation reports should 
be used in the designing of training courses and workshops, in order to meet the 
professional development needs of the teachers, whether addressing areas of weakness or 
building on their strengths or updating teachers on changes or new pedagogy. As 
highlighted by Darling-Hammond (2013), teacher evaluation should be linked to 
professional development opportunities for teachers, as evaluation alone cannot lead to the 
necessary improvements and development. Albustami (2014) also argued that professional 
development courses should be based on evaluation reports. Moreover, a record of training 
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courses attended should be included in teacher evaluation to encourage teachers, especially 
those who have been evaluated as very good or outstanding, to attend training courses and 
workshops. Nolan and Hoover (2008) also underline the importance of documenting 
professional development activities in an effective teacher evaluation system.  In addition, 
schools should receive financial support or have the freedom to collaborate with private 
agencies to organise their own training courses and workshops, rather than these being 
organised at central level. This will enable schools to be more responsive to their own 
cohort of teachers.  
 
Third, there should be explicit and strict sanctions for all teachers, leading to dismissal, 
when performance is consistently very poor. In order to motivate teachers to develop their 
practice, in addition to money or promotions, rewards should be available which lead 
indirectly to professional development, such as scholarships and travel bursaries to attend 
conferences. Moreover, all teachers should have the same opportunities for promotion; 
priority should not be given to teachers based on nationality and teacher evaluation 
outcomes, as this creates a barrier for foreign teachers and means they may not be 
motivated to perform their best and indeed, may only perform sufficiently well to avoid 
sanctions. 
8.3 The tools of teacher evaluation 
Teachers indicated that observation is the most frequently used evaluation tool, while 
student evaluation is the least used, with three-quarters of the teachers stating that student 
evaluation is never used. Other tools such as student achievement, teacher portfolios, self-
evaluation, and peer evaluation for formative purposes, fall somewhere in between the two 
extremes. Teachers agreed that observation is the most valuable tool, and there was no 
significant difference between their actual and preferred choice (p >.05). However, they 
indicated a preference in using other tools more frequently, as a paired t-test result had p 
<.05. Head teachers also stated that observation is the most frequently used tool, and also 
indicated that teacher portfolios are commonly used, along with self-evaluation and student 
achievement. Inspectors mentioned observation as a tool that is “always” used and a few of 
them also mentioned student achievement results and portfolios. There was little 
discrepancy between what head teachers and inspectors said is used and what should be 
used; the most typical pattern was support for using a range of different tools. 
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Thus, based on this study, the current teacher evaluation system uses classroom 
observation more frequently than any other tool. This is in line with the teacher evaluation 
policy, which stipulates using a standardised checklist for determining a teacher’s 
performance inside the classroom (KTS, 2010). When it comes to using other tools, 
responses from evaluators were quite varied. Surprisingly, what emerges from the findings 
is that using tools other than observations is a matter of personal initiative in the current 
system. Furthermore, an analysis of teachers’ view is that use of the range of evaluation 
tools varies according to demographics, educational districts, subjects and teaching 
experiences, because the evaluators’ personal initiatives are different between schools, and 
from teacher to teacher. These findings contradict an earlier study of the Kuwaiti 
evaluation system by Sabti (2010) which found that it depended solely on observation to 
collect evidence about a teacher’s performance by head teachers, inspectors, and heads of 
departments.  
 
There was general agreement that a broad range of tools should be used to evaluate teacher 
evaluation, such as observation, students’ achievement, self and peer evaluation, student 
evaluation and teacher portfolio. Previous studies have demonstrated that using multiple 
tools to collect data to evaluate teacher performance is one way to ensure an effective 
system or improve its effectiveness (Colby et al., 2002; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012a; 
Stronge, 2006b; Kane & Staiger, 2012). Furthermore, this study’s findings are also 
consistent with Alsanafi’s (2012) with regards to the need for teachers to have a greater 
opportunity to be involved in their evaluation through ‘self-evaluation’. 
The use of a range of tools can assist evaluators in collecting reliable data about a teacher’s 
performance that will help them to make more valid and fair judgements than they would 
by simply depending on one tool such as observation. Moreover, by using a range of tools, 
a teacher may receive better information about their performance than they would from 
observation alone, and better information will facilitate improvement. These results are in 
line with studies that consider the benefits of combining multiple tools (Burnett et al., 
2012; Lachlan-Haché, 2011; Kane and Staiger, 2012; DePascale, 2012; Hanover Research, 
2012).  
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While the use of multiple tools was favoured in principle, there were mixed views with 
regards to using student evaluation. For example, some head teachers think students may 
be too emotional to adequately determine a teacher’s performance. Some teachers also 
argued against using student evaluation, particularly computer teachers, who were less 
supportive of the idea of using student evaluations than other subject teachers. This result 
may be explained by the differences in lessons types. Computer teachers use the teaching 
lab where students carry out tasks individually, while other subjects teachers rely on   
sharing their experiences and other classroom activities in which the students are more 
dependent on the teacher ‘teacher-centred’. Thus, computer teachers may feel that student 
evaluation is not as helpful as other tools in determining their performance. Some head 
teachers, on the other hand, thought that students’ views could provide valuable 
information about teachers that can be used when evaluating their performance, for 
instance, by asking indirect questions leading to responses that will indicate whether the 
teachers respect their students and show regard for their learning.  
 
To ensure that multiple tools are used in teacher evaluation, tools should be specifically 
mentioned in the teacher evaluation policy; this would prevent or reduce the use of 
personal initiative, which may be seen by teachers as infringing on their rights and 
therefore may provoke resistance to the use of certain tools in their evaluation that are not 
explicitly mentioned in the policy, especially given that teacher evaluation is used to judge 
teachers and make decisions resulting in sanctions or rewards. Making the use of multiple 
tools mandatory in the policy would also protect evaluators from having their personal 
initiative used against them, such as by head inspectors who consider it a breach of the 
regulations, thus affecting their performance evaluation. Moreover, including the use of 
multiple tools in the policy may make it more likely that they will be used across the 
schools. 
8.4 The involvement of evaluators in teacher evaluation 
In the current system, teacher evaluation is conducted by both internal (head of department 
and head teacher) and external (inspector) evaluators. According to the findings, practice 
reflects policy, in that every teacher is evaluated by a head of department, head teacher, 
and inspector (KTS, 2010; MOE, 2011).  
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In the current system, both head teacher and inspectors hold discussions with teachers after 
their classroom observations and provide them with written feedback, more than holding 
discussions before the classroom observation. Heads of departments were stated as being 
the most likely to have discussions both before and after observation with teachers and 
they were also more likely to provide written feedback than the other two evaluators (head 
teachers and inspectors). Teachers rated discussions and written feedback with/from heads 
of departments as more valuable than with the other two groups of evaluators. There are a 
number of factors likely to contribute to this. 
 
Firstly, head teachers have a huge number of teachers to observe and therefore will 
struggle to make time for several classroom visits in the school year. In addition, their 
other responsibilities, such as managing the school, affect the extent to which they fulfil 
their role as evaluators and thus the value of their role.  Indeed, this study also found that 
the role of head teachers and its value differ from school to school from the teachers’ view, 
because head teachers’ workload and responsibilities are probably different. Heads of 
departments, by contrast, have only a few teachers to observe and most of their 
responsibilities are within the department. 
Inspectors have an even larger numbers of teachers to observe (ranging between 70 and 
260 teachers for every inspector) and have other significant responsibilities, such as 
preparing tests, content and curriculum, meeting with department heads, supervising 
activities in schools, and designing training. Due to workload, inspectors rarely observe a 
full lesson and are not able to observe teachers with any regularity; this affects the extent 
to which they are able to fulfil their role as evaluators and consequently their value to 
teachers.  This study supports research by Weisberg et al. (2009) and Albustami (2014) 
that for a number of reasons, teacher evaluation often fails to provide accurate and credible 
information about a teacher’s performance. One of these reasons is that when evaluators 
conduct infrequent and brief observations, they may be inattentive to teachers’ 
performance.  
  
Second, a lack of subject knowledge may affect the extent to which teachers value 
feedback from head teachers. For example, some head teachers were Arabic teachers and 
yet they were evaluating maths or English teachers, despite knowing no English and not 
having a good knowledge of maths. Albustami (2014) also found that an evaluator’s 
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subject knowledge plays a significant role in teacher evaluation and that lack of subject 
knowledge will undermine and even invalidate the judgements they make about a teacher’s 
performance. This is also confirmed by this study, since there was a statistical difference 
between teachers’ views, based on subject, regarding the head teachers’ role and their 
value as evaluators. English teachers saw head teachers as less involved and rated their role 
as less valuable than other subject teachers that taught in Arabic. However, head teachers 
were able to evaluate the teachers to some extent in those areas of transferrable knowledge 
such as pedagogy and classroom management, and other important elements which are 
common across subjects, such as managing behaviour, motivating students and building 
learning environments, as pointed out by Hill and Grossman (2013). Furthermore, head 
teachers were able to compensate for their lack of subject knowledge by asking the heads 
of departments to attend the observation and highlight any issues that they perceived. 
 
Third, the lack of training for head teachers and inspectors prevents them from keeping up-
to-date with innovations in the field of education and affects the value of their role. For 
example, if an evaluator left teaching more than 10 years ago then they would need to be 
retrained in current teaching practices and evaluation in order to ensure the usefulness and 
accuracy of their evaluations. Albustami’s (2014) research also found that one of the 
reasons that undermined the value of teacher evaluation was that the evaluators were 
sometimes not trained well enough to conduct teacher evaluation. Therefore, several 
researchers have argued that training courses should be targeted to ensure that evaluators 
are properly trained (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012b; Albustami, 2014; Partee, 2012).  
Fourth, a lack of experience or specialisation at school level could also be seen as affecting 
the ability of external evaluators (inspectors) to evaluate teachers, and thus may make their 
role seem less valuable than other evaluators’ role. For example, an inspector with 
experience of working in a high school may have difficulties evaluating teachers in a 
primary school, since they may have little idea about how teachers should teach and deal 
with students at this level. This study, however, found that the head of department’s 
experience in evaluating teacher also could negatively affect the extent to which their 
evaluation was perceived as valuable. The study, for example, found a statistical difference 
between the teachers of computing and teachers of other subjects regarding the value of the 
department heads. This is probably due to the fact that some schools do not have a head for 
the computer department so they ask an experienced teacher to be a substitute head of 
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department (As written by some of computer teachers in the questionnaire “we do not have 
a head of department”). This person may be an experienced teacher but he or she is likely 
to have little experience of evaluating teachers.  
Fifth, gender was found to an important factor affecting the role and perceived value of the 
inspector. An example is in the area of Islamic studies. When evaluating the teaching of the 
Quran, evaluators look at how words are pronounced, a part of teaching the Quran in 
Arabic, which is called ‘Tajweed’. Where female teachers’ faces are covered by a veil, 
male inspectors encounter difficulties evaluating ‘Tajweed’; the same issue may be 
encountered in English and Arabic, as inspectors have to look at how words are 
pronounced. Male inspectors thus cannot accurately evaluate performance and therefore the 
feedback they provide to female teachers may be of less value than that provided by the 
female head of department.  
8.5 Extent to which the current system supports teachers  
The study found that in the current system, determining performance and making decisions 
about rewards and sanctions are the main purposes of teacher evaluation. The study also 
found that teacher evaluation mostly depends on observation, and that teachers obtain 
feedback and hold discussions with evaluators. The question remaining is the extent to 
which the current system supports teachers in developing their performance, in their view. 
 
Results varied, with some teachers indicating that the current teacher evaluation system did 
not help them in developing their performance, while other teachers stated that it did. In 
the current system, there is both support and lack of support in the various aspects of 
teaching: understanding of the content being taught; use of pedagogies; lesson planning; 
understanding of what constitutes effective teaching; identifying weaknesses and 
determining strengths; organisation of activities in the classroom; improving the teacher’s 
ability to deal with student discipline and behaviour problems; improving the teacher’s 
ability to motivate students in terms of their learning; improving a teacher’s ability to deal 
with individual differences between students; affecting teachers’ continuous assessment of 
student learning; and affecting teachers’ ability to provide students with effective 
feedback.  
 
	  187 
The findings must be approached with caution because they cannot be extrapolated to 
apply to all teachers. Teachers’ views seemed to be split based on length of experience: 
teachers with more experience viewed the current system as supporting them in developing 
their performance when compared to teachers with less experience who did not believe that 
the system supports them in this regard. The greatest mean difference was found between 
teachers with less than 10 years’ experience and teachers with more than 20 years’ 
experience. This result was surprising as the expected result was that teachers with less 
experience might see the current system as more supportive of them than other teachers, as 
they do not have enough experience in teaching; therefore, they would see teacher 
evaluation as supporting them in following the right way and making their teaching more 
effective. 
 
One possible explanation for this is that a teacher with more than 20 years of experience in 
teaching may base their views on teacher evaluation on their past experience of working 
under two different systems (the previous system and the current system). In other words, 
teachers with less than 10 years of experience may only reflect on the current teacher 
evaluation system (no. 36/2006), while teachers with more than 20 years’ experience may 
be comparing the two systems (no. 461/1993 and 36/2006), implying that teachers with 
many years experience may perceive the current system as better than the previous one 
with regard to the development of performance. 
 
It may also be that teachers with more experience are better able to interpret and derive 
benefits from the feedback with which they are provided in order to develop their 
performance than those with less experience, who may find the insufficient disclosure of 
information in the current system an obstacle to developing their teaching. In other words, 
more experience may help teachers to understand the feedback and thus use it to develop 
their performance. Indeed, this study found that the value of the inspectors’ feedback 
differs between groups of teachers, as teachers with more experience rated the inspectors’ 
role more valuable than those with less experience. On the other hand, Tuytens and Devos 
(2012) found that teachers with more experience saw feedback as less useful than teachers 
who were less experienced. Delvaux et al. (2013) also found that among teachers with 
limited years of experience, feedback was positively related to the perceived effects of 
teacher evaluation on professional development. 
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What the current system is perceived as doing well is recognising teachers for their hard 
work, since teachers are generally rewarded for an outstanding performance. The results 
from teachers show that teacher evaluation leads to monetary rewards, i.e. in the form of 
an annual bonus or increase in salary. The results also show that teacher evaluation is 
supportive of teachers in terms of promotions, i.e. becoming head of department. However, 
there is a difference between female teachers (m=3.50) and male teachers (m=3.09) in this 
regard. The difference is probably caused by the fact that male teachers have less 
opportunity for promotion since there are fewer primary school posts for male teachers in 
Kuwait, because it is the MOE’s policy that primary education should be delivered by 
female teachers. This suggests that the current teacher evaluation system may motivate 
some teachers to develop their performance but not others. Delvaux et al.’s findings (2013) 
concur to some extent with the findings of this research in that their study showed that a 
teacher evaluation system whose purpose is summative has little, but positively significant, 
effect on teachers’ development. They suggested the reason might be that teachers feel 
under pressure when the purpose of evaluation is summative and may feel compelled to 
undertake professional development. However, this should be seen in the context of the 
system investigated in their study, which was used for professional development rather 
than for summative purposes. 
8.6 An alternative system based on a risk-based analysis approach 
Regarding the implementation of an alternative system, the vast majority of participants 
(both evaluators and teachers) were supportive, a surprising and unexpected result 
indicating that participants viewed the alternative system as meeting their expectations 
more effectively than the current system, perhaps because it suggests providing teachers 
with mid and final year reports, the use of multiple tools, and consider the RBA approach. 
 
The alternative system would firstly, improve validity and reliability in teacher evaluation. 
First, it would implement multiple tools in evaluating teachers’ performance, leading to 
more accurate evaluations of their performance as evaluators will get a more 
comprehensive picture that includes activities both inside and outside the classroom, and 
takes into account non measurable factors by allowing teachers, students, and teachers’ 
work (portfolios) to form part of evaluation. Furthermore, the use of a standardised 
checklist for self-evaluation as it would also ensure that all aspects of teacher performance 
are addressed, preventing teachers from evaluating some aspects and not others. The 
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standardised checklist would also help evaluators analyse and compare a teacher’s 
performance with the criteria of teacher evaluation.  
 
Second, attaching student standardised test results to the final individual performance 
evaluation reports is one way of making an appropriate decision about a teacher’s 
performance. This study found that by including student achievement data in teacher 
evaluations, the degree to which teachers have been able to facilitate students’ learning can 
be compared with their performance reports to make decisions about their performance. 
However, participants felt it was crucial that standardised tests be created and analysed by 
a neutral party of experts to ensure accurate results. Furthermore, in analysing the results, 
certain factors would need to be taken into account, for example when teachers move to 
another school in the middle of the school year and another teacher takes their place. 
Similarly, account needs to be taken of the effect on test results of students who have 
special educational needs and students whose poor language skills impact on their 
achievements in other subjects.  
The third way in which the alternative system would improve the accuracy of evaluation is 
by attaching other supporting documentation to the final individual teacher evaluation 
report, consisting of: reports about certificates of attendance for training courses and 
workshops; official certificates of appreciation from inspection departments or educational 
districts or state institutions; reports on a teacher’s attendance and absences; warning 
letters for late attendance; and any certifications that teachers have obtained in the school 
year with regard to teaching or learning, even if obtained from private institutions or 
centres, as part of their personal professional development. Findings from this study 
suggest that these documents will give a more comprehensive picture of a teacher’s efforts 
regarding professional development and will also provide evidence of a teacher’s 
commitment to teaching, in order to help inspectors make fair decision about a teacher’s 
performance. 
 
Fourth, in the alternative system, all teachers are evaluated by internal evaluators before 
risk detection is carried out. The internal evaluators would be expected to be able to make 
accurate judgements about teachers’ performance; head teachers and heads of departments 
are with teachers on a daily basis so are in a better position to conduct evaluations and 
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follow-up discussions, as opposed to the inspectors who only visit three or four times in a 
school year and observe the teachers for brief periods of time.  
 
Fifth, by removing their direct involvement in teacher evaluation, external evaluators 
would be in a position to focus on risk detection. Their role would be to look at the final 
teacher evaluation reports, student outcomes and other documents, to evaluate a teacher’s 
professionalism, looking for any discrepancies between multiple sources of information 
and any effects of personal relationships on the evaluation that might reduce its validity. 
Also, risk detection would be conducted by a committee of inspectors, thus further 
reducing subjectivity and increasing the validity of the decisions, as they would be based 
on multiple perspectives.  
 
In the alternative system, teacher performance would be linked with promotions and 
rewards, but also sanctions would be introduced for those who underperform. Teachers 
would be rewarded and promoted when evaluated as outstanding, thus gaining recognition 
for their hard work. On the other hand, sanctions would be applied after a teacher has been 
given the opportunity to improve, through tailored and intensive evaluation, and timely 
decisions would be made where necessary to remove teachers who are not able to teach 
students.  
 
The alternative system would also facilitate and promote development and improvement. 
Teachers would be given a mid-year report and feedback after observation, which would 
encourage and motivate them to work towards improving themselves early on in the school 
year (second semester), as it was under the previous system in Kuwait. As highlighted by 
Alhamdan (1998), teachers found the mid-year report helpful in improving their 
performance in the second half of the term. Findings from this study also suggest that a 
mid-year report would encourage teachers to attend courses, whether provided by private 
institutions, teachers’ unions or the inspection department, to improve or develop their 
teaching. Moreover, a mid-year report would also help internal evaluators to identify weak 
performances early on and plan suitable interventions, e.g. by nominating them to attend 
training courses.  
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Teachers would also be given a detailed final evaluation report, which would give them the 
opportunity to know exactly what they need to improve or develop, since they would know 
what aspects of their performance are being evaluated. This would help them aspire to 
becoming better teachers, thus improving their students’ learning. Participants in the study 
indicated that they would wish the report to be confidential, since it could contain sensitive 
information, and to protect evaluators from being pressured by teachers to change the 
report. This could be addressed by sending the reports directly to the teacher’s home or 
making them available for collection from the educational district centre after being signed 
off and accredited by the evaluators at the end of the school year. However, this method of 
delivery would not necessarily prevent discussions between teachers about performance, 
since discussing results with colleagues and helping each other does not relate to whether 
teachers know their colleagues’ reports.  
 
Furthermore, this alternative system would document teachers’ professional development, 
which may increase motivation to attend training courses and workshops, especially the 
motivation of very good teachers and outstanding teachers, as a record of training courses 
undertaken would be attached to the evaluation report.  Thus a teacher’s efforts to develop 
professionally would be acknowledged and distinguished from those teachers who make 
little effort. Likewise, inspectors could prepare training courses for all teachers based on the 
final individual evaluation reports and other evidence that is provided to them.  Inspectors 
will be in a better position to determine which training courses are most needed.  
A tailored evaluation would also improve teacher performance: since inspectors would not 
be evaluating all teachers, they would be able to focus on those teachers considered at risk, 
would be provided with all relevant information before evaluating them and therefore 
would not waste time determining the teacher’s strengths and weaknesses. They would 
then be able to follow through with appropriate interventions designed to address the risks 
identified, beginning where the internal evaluators stopped. If the teacher at risk does not 
improve, they would also receive intensive evaluation by two inspectors to improve his/her 
performance. The expected benefit is that there will be more effective improvements in the 
teacher’s performance.  
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Moreover, since inspectors will be involved in directly evaluating teachers at risk, the 
number of teachers will be significantly less and therefore the head inspector will be able to 
match an inspector to a teacher in two significant ways: specialisation in the same school 
level and gender. These are two areas identified as problematic and as reducing the value 
and effectiveness of the inspector’s role as evaluator. The head inspector may ensure that 
female inspectors are with female teachers and male inspectors are with male teachers, and 
that those inspectors also have the appropriate subject specialisation and experience of 
school level, and will therefore be able to offer a tailored and intensive evaluation to 
improve teachers’ performance.  
To sum up, the alternative system would serve both professional development and 
summative purposes, as desired by participants in the present study, and argued by 
numerous studies as leading to a more effective system (Colby et al. 2002; Stronge 2006b; 
Peterson and Comeaux 1990). In the alternative system, teacher performance is evaluated 
using multiple tools, since both this study and others (Colby et al., 2002; Darling-
Hammond et al, 2012a; Stronge, 2006b; Kane & Staiger, 2012) have found a range of tools 
to be necessary. In the alternative system, both external and internal evaluators are 
involved in teacher evaluation as internal and external evaluation is necessary but there is a 
better division of labour between them. As pointed by Nevo (2001, p. 101), each can learn 
something from the other, but any “evaluation (internal and external) has to be modest, 
acknowledging its limitations”. In the alternative system, teachers at risk will receive 
tailored and intensive evaluation. As Nolan and Hoover (2008) suggested, in any well-
designed system of teacher evaluation, the procedures should differ between high-
performing teachers and low-performing teachers in order to give them better direction, 
guidance and support to improve. Therefore, the alternative system has the potential of 
making better use of teacher evaluation in Kuwait’s education system.  
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8.7 Implications 
A number of implications for researchers and decision makers arise from the findings of the 
research, of particular pertinence to the Kuwaiti context.  
 
This research clearly shows stakeholders’ perspectives regarding the benefits and conflicts 
of the current teacher evaluation system. According to the MOE (2013c), it has set out a 
plan to develop education in Kuwait. One component of the development of education in 
Kuwait is evaluation and measurement. Therefore, the results of this study might help 
decision makers in the Kuwaiti MOE by providing in-depth information about the current 
teacher evaluation system from the perspective of its key players, articulating their views 
and concerns and using them to propose changes that would develop the teacher evaluation 
system in the Kuwaiti context. 
 
The main recommendation is that Kuwait’s MOE should consider preparing and conducting 
the alternative system with consideration of risk-based analysis as a principle for teacher 
evaluation to overcome problems and address the needs identified by teachers and 
evaluators, as proposed in Table 8.1. In conducting the alternative system, the MOE should 
take into account the following: 
A. Evaluators should have appropriate training and access to workshops about how to 
conduct formative/summative evaluation and the tools of teacher evaluation. 
Training and workshops also should be provided for evaluators on how to 
implement the alternative system. 
B. Training and workshops should be provided to teachers to prepare them to conduct 
self-evaluation and peer evaluation, as well as how to prepare a teacher portfolio.  
C. The number of inspectors needs to be increased so that they can focus on teachers 
alongside their other responsibilities.  
D. There should be official guidelines (a booklet) for teachers and evaluators of the 
alternative system, to use as a reference. 
E.  There should be regulations and sanctions for evaluators if they ignore any parts 
that are included in the policy of the alternative system.  
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Table 8.1: The Proposed alternative system for teacher evaluation (Amended) 
Steps Producers 
 
First step: 
Individual 
teacher 
performanc
e 
evaluation 
 
 
1) Each teacher is evaluated by the head teacher and head of department 
every school year (from September to May). 
2) Each teacher is provided with a mid-year report and feedback after 
observation. 
3) Each teacher is provided with the final report in detail at the end of 
the school year after being signed off and accredited by the 
evaluators. The report is sent to the teacher’s home after school, or 
collected from the educational district offices.  
4) The final reports of the individual evaluation are linked with the 
teacher’s salary scale, annual bonus, promotions, and sanctions, such 
as dismissal or redeployment to a non-duty teaching job.  
5) Evaluators have to use observation, student evaluations (survey or 
interview), self-evaluation (standardised checklist), and peer 
evaluation for formative purpose, along with a teacher portfolio.  
6) Standardised test results are attached to the individual teacher 
evaluation report. These tests should be designed and analysed by the 
National Centre of Educational Development in the MOE. School 
can be involved in administering these tests. These tests come with 
some caveats that should be considered, as they may have negative 
effects on both students and teachers. 
7) Other documentation ‘signals’ are attached: certificates of attendance 
at training courses and workshops; reports about a teacher’s 
attendance and absences, warning letters for late attendance, and any 
certifications that teachers have obtained in the school year with 
regard to teaching or learning, even if teachers have obtained them 
from private institutions or centres. 
Note:  
• Head teachers can ask for help from assistant head teachers and 
inspectors can participate in formative assessments if needed. 
• For students’ evaluation: evaluators should select some, not all 
classes, taught by a teacher (the evaluator has the freedom to choose 
the number). For example, teachers who teach more than five or six 
classes can have student evaluations from three classes. 
• A standardised test might be expensive, so the MOE may use 
students’ results in achievement tests. 
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Table 8.1 (Cont.) 
Steps Producers 
Second step: 
Risk 
detection 
This step should start at the end of the school year, in May or June. 
Inspection departments for different subjects in six educational districts 
will receive individual teachers’ evaluation reports, standardised tests, and 
other documentation. The inspection departments for each subject in each 
educational district will arrange for a committee of inspectors to initiate 
risk detection. Inspectors determine whether or not there is risk, based on 
the evidence above. Risk can be detected when there is a difference 
between the teacher evaluation results, standardised tests results, and other 
documentation (even if they are outstanding or very good), or if a teacher 
is evaluated as weak or good.  
 
If the inspectors determine that there is no risk in the teacher’s 
performance, the teacher will receive regular evaluation (if no risk is also 
identified in the next annual risk detection). If the inspectors detect a risk 
in the teacher’s performance, they go through the history of that individual 
teacher’s evaluations from the previous years. If a teacher was evaluated as 
good or weak in one year out of a certain number (e.g. five or ten), 
inspectors will start to tailor this teacher’s evaluation in the next academic 
year (starting in September). If the teacher is evaluated as very good or 
outstanding for several years, the teacher will receive regular evaluation (if 
no risk is also identified in the next annual risk detection). 
 
Third step: 
Tailored, 
intensive and 
regular 
evaluation 
1) Tailored evaluation: the teacher is individually evaluated by the 
head teacher and one inspector for one school year. 
2) Intensive evaluation: teacher is evaluated for another school year 
by the head teacher and two inspectors, if the teacher does not 
improve in tailored evaluation.  
3) Regular evaluation: all teachers (except teachers in intensive 
evaluation) are evaluated by an inspector, head of department, and 
head teacher every three school years.  Regular evaluation will be 
the same as in the first step: individual teacher evaluation but with 
inspectors’ participation. 
Note: 
- In tailored and intensive evaluation, inspectors will focus on 
evaluating teaching and learning aspects, while the head teacher 
will focus on the teacher’s commitment to their work and their 
collaboration with colleagues and school staff. 
- Two subject inspectors should be free to evaluate teachers in 
intensive evaluation in each district, while all inspectors participate 
in regular evaluation. 
- Tailored and intensive evaluation will be the same as in the first 
step, i.e. individual teacher evaluation as has been described, but 
carried out by the inspectors instead of the department head. 
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Furthermore, the key recommendations, based on the literature and empirical research 
conducted by this researcher, are summarised as follows  
A. Teacher evaluation should be used for professional development and summative 
purposes. 
B. Training courses should be linked with teacher evaluation reports. These courses 
should be organised by MOEs/organisations and schools should also have the 
freedom to design their own training courses. 
C. Teachers should be evaluated using various tools (observation, student achievement, 
self-evaluation, peer evaluation for formative reasons, student evaluation, and 
teacher portfolios) so that evaluators can acquire more accurate data about a 
teacher’s performance. 
D. Teacher evaluation should include both internal and external evaluators, as each can 
learn something from the other. 
E. There should be openness with regards to teacher evaluation or disclosure, which in 
practice would involve giving individuals their detailed report. 
F. The teacher evaluation report should include documents or a record of the teacher’s 
attendance at training courses, workshops, conferences, etc. to motivate the teacher 
to be more involved in professional development. 
G. A teacher’s evaluation history should be considered in the teacher evaluation system 
since the aim of the procedure is to differentiate between teachers that are 
outstanding and those that are not.  
8.8 Limitations of study 
The strengths of this research are that it involves a large sample of teachers, head teachers, 
and inspectors in one study, and findings are based on both qualitative and quantitative data 
through the use of questionnaires, interviews, and focus groups. However, it also has a 
number of limitations: firstly, the study was confined to specific participants in primary 
schools, as the nature and purpose of this study is focused on this group. Time constraint 
was the reason for not expanding the research to include other schools, namely middle and 
high schools. Second, this study was geographically restricted to the educational districts of 
Ahmadi, Asimah and Farwaniya in Kuwait, which represent three out of six educational 
districts in the country. This researcher believes that these districts are representative of 
conditions in Kuwait since because of the MOE’s centralised operation, the teacher 
evaluation system is uniformly implemented across the schools. Third, this researcher has 
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excluded parents from this study because teachers, head teachers and inspectors are in a 
better position to provide data regarding the current teacher evaluation system and assess 
whether the idea being developed is likely to work and be valid, whereas parents have no 
involvement in the current system. Furthermore, involving parents in this research would 
have exposed the study to higher costs, required more time and might possibly have 
encountered a lack of collaboration.  
8.9 Suggestions for further research 
The current teacher evaluation system in Kuwait is under researched. It is therefore 
suggested that further research be undertaken to examine the following: 
 
A. Review the teacher evaluation criteria from the perspectives of teachers and 
evaluators in different educational districts in order to determine which criteria are 
still appropriate and which are in need of further development or modification.  
B. Determine which combination of evaluation tools is appropriate from the 
perspectives of teachers, head teachers and inspectors (such as holistic, numerical, 
and portfolio or matrix approaches). 
C. Assess the quality of the training courses and workshops that are provided either by 
schools or through inspection departments, from the teachers’ perspectives.  
D. Finally, if the MOE applies the proposed alternative system, which is based on an 
RBA approach, in educational districts or if the MOE implements it in some 
districts as a pilot, research will need to be conducted to determine how effective the 
alternative system is for teacher evaluation in the Kuwaiti context in practice. 
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Appendix (1): The Context of Kuwait 
 
Introduction:  
Kuwait became an independent country and a member of the League of Arab States in 
1961.  In 1963 it became a member of the United Nations (Kuwait National Assembly, 
2013). Kuwait is located in the Middle East in the north-western corner of the Arabian 
Gulf. It is bordered to the south and south-west by the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, to the 
north and north-west by the Republic of Iraq, and to the east by the Arabian Gulf. The 
official language of Kuwait is Arabic, and the official religion for the state is Islam 
(Official E-Portal for the State of Kuwait, 2014). 
 
The total area of Kuwait is 17,818 square kilometres. The population in 2013 was 
3,448,139 with 1,159,787 of the population having Kuwaiti Nationality.  The others are 
non-Kuwaitis who work or live in Kuwait (Kuwait Central Statistical Bureau [KCSB], 
2015). The population is concentrated in Kuwait city and its surrounding areas, close to the 
coast of the Arabian Gulf. See Figure (1) (KCBS, 2013/2014). 
 
 
Figure (1) Kuwait Map. 
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The State of Kuwait is characterised as small geographically, at 17,818 square kilometres or 
approximately seven thousand (7000 Msq) square miles, and the majority of the Kuwaiti population is 
concentrated in Kuwait City and its suburbs, especially in areas adjacent to the coast of the Arabian 
Gulf. Therefore, the area inhabited is just 8% per cent of the total area of the State of Kuwait. In the 
other  word,  98.3%  per  cent  of  Kuwait’s  population live in cities (see Figure 23). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 23. State of Kuwait map  
The socioeconomic conditions of the population in the State of Kuwait is mostly the same in each 
district, therefore, the standard of living for the students (male and female) is also same, making sample 
choice easier for the research 
5.7.1 Sample selection from the population of the study 
The students (male and female) in Kuwait - in all educational stages - are distributed in six education 
districts which are; Al-Ahmade; Al-Farwaniya;  Al-Jahra;  Hawalli; Al-Asema; and finally Mubarak 
Al-Kabeer. and as mentioned above all socioeconomic conditions of the students in all education 
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According to the Kuwaiti Constitution that was established in 1962, the system of 
government in Kuwait is democratic. Article 6 states, “Kuwait's system of government is 
democratic; sovereignty is vested in the nation as the source of all authority; and the 
exercise of that sovereignty shall be as set out in this Constitution” (Kuwait Constitution, 
2008, p.4). 
 
History of Education in Kuwait: 
As in other Islamic countries, in Kuwait prior to 1911, education was informal, and the 
‘Mosque’ was the place for teaching people about Islam from The Holy Quran; teaching 
Hadiths - ‘Sayings of the Prophet Muhammad’. Thereafter, a new education system 
entitled ‘Alkatateeb’ was established.  This is where some people who have received a 
good education open their houses to teach people subjects such as Islamic studies, 
Mathematics and Arabic. This can be free or can be paid for.  This system separated males 
from females, with ‘Almullah’ teaching male students and ‘Almuttawwa’ teaching female 
students. They were the teachers in those days (Kuwait News Agency [KUNA], 2002; 
Centre for Research and Studies on Kuwait [CRSK], 2002). 
 
On the 22nd December 1911, formal education was established with the opening of the first 
school in Kuwait which was named ‘Al-Mubarakiya’, and was for male students. It was 
built and funded by the denotations of the Kuwaiti people (KUNA, 2008). After that, the 
second boy’s school, ‘Al-Ahmadiyya’, was established in 1921. In 1936, the first school 
for female students - ‘Al-Wusta’ - was established (CRSK, 2002). 
 
As Kuwait developed, over the years the number of schools increased, and it was 
necessary to establish a council to organise education in Kuwait. Therefore, in 1936, the 
Council of Knowledge was established to manage and fund schools in Kuwait. In 1962 the 
Council of Knowledge was changed to the Ministry of Education (KUNA, 2002; Alhatem, 
1980). 
 
Education in Kuwait at the present time: 
Nowadays, the education of the Kuwaiti people is the full responsibility of the Kuwaiti 
government. In the Kuwaiti Constitution of 1962, Article (40) states: 
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Education is a right for Kuwaitis, guaranteed by the State in accordance with law 
and within the limits of public policy and morals. Education in its preliminary 
stages shall be compulsory and free in accordance with the law. The law shall lay 
down the necessary plan to eliminate illiteracy. The State shall devote particular 
care to the physical, moral and mental development of youth (Kuwait 
Constitution, 2008).  
As a result of this constitutional provision, education was freely extended to all levels 
and every type of education, as is now the case in Kuwait, with the exception of private 
schools and private universities.  
Ministry of Education: 
The Kuwaiti government provides free education for citizens and controls education 
through the Ministry of Education (MOE). The organisational structure of the MOE is as 
shown in Figure (2):  
 
Figure (2) The organisational structure of the MOE (MOE, 2013a). 
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Figure (2) demonstrates that the education system is controlled by the MOE, in that the 
Minister implements regulations and decisions, and ensures follow-up on the part of his or 
her Deputy Minister. The Deputy Minister or Under-Secretary works with his or her team 
of assistants and is responsible for several sectors under the auspices of the MOE (2013a).  
These are as follows: 
A) The private education and special education needs sector: all private and special 
education needs schools are under the MOE’s responsibility in terms of working to 
organise and follow-up these types of schools in line with the regulations that have 
been introduced for this type of education.  
B) Public education sector: This sector relates to all public schools.  The Deputy 
Minister or Under-Secretary is responsible for the work done in schools, students, 
teachers, heads of departments, head teachers in public schools and the inspectorate 
department. The Assistant Under-Secretary works with his or her team of managers 
over six districts.  These are Asimah, Hawalli, Ahmadi, Jahra, Farwaniya and 
Mubarak AlKabeer. 
C) Educational development and students’ activities sector: this is responsible for 
libraries, technology-enhanced learning, students’ clubs, psychological and social 
counseling. 
D) Educational research and curricular sector: this sector is responsible for conducting 
research and studies for the MOE, and for the design of national curricula for each 
level of school. 
E) Facilities and planning sector: this sector is responsible for the construction of 
schools and facilities and other planning, such as the planning and design of new 
school buildings. 
F) Financial affairs sector: this sector is responsible for all financial affairs concerning 
the funding of schools, and the activities and salaries for all MOE employees.  
G) Administrative affairs and administrative development sector: this sector is 
responsible for human resource management, such as coordination and 
appointments, promotions, distributing teachers to districts and schools, etc. As for 
administrative development, this includes scholarships for employees, and MOE 
training courses. 
H) Legal affairs sector: this sector is, for example, concerned with the design and 
explaining of regulations with regard to organising work, determining and giving 
authorisation for work, investigating issues, and modifying laws if necessary. 
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Education system: 
The school system in Kuwait is divided into four levels: kindergarten, primary school, 
middle school and high school. The schools are separate for girls and boys. This section 
provides an explanation of the upper three levels of school - primary, middle and high.   
 
According to the MOE (2013b) in 2004/2005, it changed the number of stages in school in 
Kuwait.  These became 5 stages in primary school, 4 stages in middle school and 3 stages 
in high school. For each schooling stage, students should study for one year and achieve 
‘pass’ to move to the next stage. The education system is outlined as follows:  
 
Primary school is for students between six and ten years of age. It is compulsory for 
children to attend at this level with sanctions for parents who do not abide with the 
regulation. Students are taught basic skills and some specific subjects as part of the 
National Curriculum: Arabic, English, Mathematics, Islamic Studies, Science, Social 
Studies, and Computer Science. There are also some subjects that are taught such as Art 
and Sports Education with regard to which the students are not examined.  
 
Middle school is for students between eleven and fourteen years of age, with four stages – 
the sixth, seventh, eighth and ninth stages. It also is compulsory, and students are 
examined through the use of four test periods in the school year. In terms of subjects, these 
are the same as in primary school, but with more in-depth information and on a higher 
level.  
 
In high school, students are aged between fifteen and seventeen/eighteen years, with three 
stages. In the first stage, which is called the tenth stage, students are taught Social studies, 
Constitution, Arabic, English, Islamic studies, students are taught Physics, Chemistry, 
Biology and Mathematics. There are also some subjects that are taught but on which the 
students are not examined, such as Art, Technical Studies and Sports Education.  
 
In the eleventh stage, Subjects are divided into two sections: Arts and Science. Within 
Arts, students are taught Geography, History, Constitution, Sociology, Philosophy and 
French. Within Science, students are taught Physics, Chemistry, Biology and Mathematics. 
Students select the Arts or Science stream. However, students in both streams continue 
studying English, Arabic and Islamic studies as compulsory modules. In the twelfth stage, 
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students will complete their stream to finish high school. 
 
In terms of curricula and testing, Kuwait has a national curriculum for every type of 
school. The testing depends on the school level. In primary and middle schools, the exams 
are designed separately by each educational district, but are arranged in the same time 
period in all six educational districts. In high school, examinations are unified (national 
achievement standardised tests) in all six educational districts simultaneously. Tests are 
conducted in four periods throughout the school year for all levels. 
 
Every type of school has a department for each taught subject. In each department, there 
are approximately six teachers depending on the needs of the department; for example, the 
number of classes in school and the number of weekly lessons for each subject. There are 
one or two heads of department: their role is to organise school activities, continuously 
supervise the teachers, evaluate teachers, distribute classrooms to the teachers in their 
department, as well as teaching one or two lessons for one class.   
 
Each school should also have a head teacher and two or three assistant heads. They are 
involved in the management of the school, and are responsible to the educational district 
for running the school. Their role is to organise and manage the school, to monitor the 
attendance of teachers and other staff, and provide for the needs of the school. The head of 
the school also has to participate in evaluating teachers on an annual basis.  
 
With regard to inspectors, they work in the Department of Inspection of the MOE. Every 
subject that is taught in Kuwait has a main department of inspection (Arabic, English, 
Mathematics, Islamic Studies, Science, Social Studies, French, Computer Science, Arts, 
Sports Education). Each department is divided into six sub-departments for each of the six 
districts. For example, the Arabic inspection department is divided into sub-departments 
dealing with the Ahmadi, Hawalli, Asimah, Jahra, Farwaniya and Mubarak AlKabeer 
districts. Each sub-department has inspectors who are responsible for all types of schools 
in their district. They are responsible for designing and improving the national curricula, 
evaluating teachers, and designing examinations for schools. 
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Teachers: 
According to the Kuwait Teachers Society [KTS] (2012a) there are regulations concerning 
the organisation of teaching jobs and of teachers in public schools: 
 
A) ‘Teacher’ candidates should have a Bachelor of Education or higher education degree, 
or any bachelor degree that is related to the subjects that are taught in schools, e.g. 
Chemistry, Mathematics etc.   
B) Candidates should be nominated by the Civil Service Commission [CSC] to the 
‘appointments section’ of the administrative affairs sector in the MOE. Therefore, 
candidates should register with the CSC when they are seeking a teaching post. In 
some cases, there are conditions set by the administrative affairs sector, such as 
passing a job interview if this is deemed necessary.  
C) Candidates should have Kuwaiti nationality.  However, if there are no Kuwaiti 
applicants, the MOE can appoint from other Arab countries or non-Arab countries. 
However, priority is given to Arabs.   
D)  Other conditions, such as good conduct and health status etc. 
 
In term of candidates in private schools, the same conditions as above should apply with 
the exception of condition (B) and (C).  Teachers may be appointed by the school 
management with the consent of the private education sector of the MOE. 
 
Promotion regulations for teachers are as mentioned in the MOE (2011b). A teacher in 
public schools can become a head of department. After becoming head of department, 
there is a choice of two directions in terms of promotion; either to be an inspector or an 
assistant head teacher of a school. An assistant head teacher will be in a position to gain 
experience and may later become a head teacher of a school and to be promoted to an 
educational observer. If a head of department chooses to be an inspector in his or her 
subject, there is a possibility to become a head inspector and to be promoted to general 
inspector of the subject. Figure (3) shows the organisational structure with regard to 
promotion in the teaching profession.  
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Figure (3) The promotional structure for teachers in the MOE. 
 
Teacher Evaluation: 
In this section, the previous and current teacher evaluation systems in Kuwait are 
presented. Where there are two systems of teacher evaluation, the previous one which no 
longer exists is 461/1993, and the current system is 36/2006. 
 
Teacher Evaluation 461/1993 (No longer exists): 
According to ALkhayat and Dhiab (1996) and Alhamdan (1998), this system was 
established in September 1993. Individual teachers were evaluated by an inspector and 
head teacher on an annual basis. Teacher evaluation was divided into three parts: 
 
1) A follow-up card provides a daily and weekly record. It consists of a teacher’s 
demographic data, his/her commitment to work, attendance and absence levels, 
training programmes undertaken, visitors’ observation checklist and teachers’ 
activities. 
2)  The mid-year report of teachers’ performance in the first semester.  This consists 
of self-evaluation by the teacher and the opinion of an inspector and his/her head 
teacher. Teachers are informed of the report and their score. 
 
3) The final individual teacher performance report for the school year. Teachers are 
not informed about the final evaluation report, as they must be kept confidential, 
Teacher	  
Assistant	  Head	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  Teacher	  
Educational	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except in the case of a weak teacher who is informed of the contents of his or her 
evaluation report.  The score for teacher evaluation in this system has three levels: 
outstanding indicated by a score of 90-100; good for a score between 60-89; and 
weak for a 59 or lower score. The criteria for the final report are as shown in Table 
(1). 
 
 
No. Criteria of teacher evaluation  
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
Teacher takes responsibility. 
Good conduct. 
Cooperation with school staff and colleagues. 
Teachers’ commitment to attendance and absence. 
Implementation of policies, decisions and regulations with regard to work.  
Teachers’ commitment to the ethics of the profession. 
Adoption of new developments in education. 
Preservation of public property. 
Time management with regard to his or her work. 
Achievement of educational targets.  
Teacher knowledge and mastery of the content of the subject that is taught. 
Lesson planning.  
Classroom management. 
Pedagogies. 
Classroom activities and using tools to enhance learning. 
Teacher relationship with students and communication. 
Follow up with students and ability to overcome students’ weaknesses or problems. 
Participating in and preparing school activities.  
Students’ activities and assessment of students.  
Table (1) The teacher evaluation criteria for 461/1993. 
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Teacher Evaluation 36/2006 (The current system): 
The Civil Service Commission (CSC) has changed employee performance evaluation by 
Regulation Number 36/2006. Based on this decree, the MOE changed the teacher 
evaluation system in 2006, and continues to use if to the present day (KTS, 2010) 
 
The purposes of teacher evaluation are: to determine individual teacher performance 
during the school year accurately and objectively, and to develop teachers’ performance. 
Teacher evaluation is also used to make decisions about promotion (MOE, 2011a; KTS, 
2010) and about increases in teacher’s salary and annual bonuses as noted in the Salary 
Scale of Teachers Number 48/2011 (KTS, 2012b), or make decisions about either 
dismissal or transfer to the administrative staff as sanctioned (KTS, 2010). 
 
In this system, every teacher is evaluated by three evaluators: the head of department, an 
inspector and the head teacher. This system is based on a written evaluation report by each 
evaluator at the end of the school year. The final teacher evaluation report is entered in the 
CSE’s online portal by the head teacher, after agreement among the three evaluators. In 
addition, the head teacher has to print the final individual teacher’s evaluation.  This must 
then be signed by the evaluators and sent by the educational observers in the educational 
district for insertion into the teachers’ record in the MOE (MOE, 2011a; KTS, 2010). 
 
According to KTS (2010) a final teacher evaluation consists of formal criteria using the 
following scales: the efficiency of individual performance, the efficiency of collective 
performance and the efficiency of personality. Table (2) shows the criteria for each scale 
and score for each criterion. Teachers are not informed about the final report of their 
evaluation, except in the case of a weak teacher who is told about his or her evaluation 
result after it has been signed. 
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Scale The Criteria  Rate for each 
criteria 
 
 
The 
efficiency of 
individual 
performance 
 
 
1. Teacher’s commitment to the work, including 
attendance and absences. 
2. Completion and precision of work such as 
preparing lessons and commitment to teaching 
the content of the curriculum on time, doing 
what require of them such as in terms of 
school activities, assessing students 
3. Good conduct and taking responsibility. 
4. Teachers’ commitment to the ethics of the 
profession, including teacher behaviour. 
5. Preservation of public property. 
6. Teacher interaction and dealing with families 
and students. 
7. Deep understanding and mastery of the subject 
content that is taught and of skills which are 
related to teaching  
8. Providing suggestions and studies, whether 
written or oral, which contribute to 
development work. 
9. Teachers’ commitment to the decisions and 
administrative instructions, regulations and 
decrees of the MOE. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The rating for 
each criterion is 
from 3 as a 
minimum to 10 
as a maximum. 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
efficiency of 
personality 
 
 
1. Teacher’s appearance, such as “dress 
appropriately; national dress for male 
teachers with the exception of physical and 
drawing teachers and non-Kuwaiti teachers” 
and teacher behaviour. 
2. The extent to which teachers accept criticism 
and suggestions with regard to their work. 
3. Self-development in teaching and learning. 
 
The rating for 
each criterion is 
from 3 as a 
minimum to 10 
as a maximum. 
The 
efficiency of 
collective 
performance 
1. The extent to which teachers cooperate with 
colleagues and school staff.  
2. The extent to which teachers are interested in   
sharing   experiences with others. 
3. Deep understanding and mastery of the 
educational targets of the MOE and how well 
they achieve those targets.  
The rating for 
each criterion is 
from 3 as a 
minimum to 10 
as a maximum. 
Table (2) The criteria of teacher evaluation system 36/2006 in Kuwait (KTS, 2010) 
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In this system the teacher evaluation score is on four levels: outstanding is 90 and more, 
very good is 75-89, good is 55-74 and weak lower than 55. See Table (3) 
 
 
No. 
Teacher Evaluation Score 
Grade From To 
1 Outstanding 90 100 
2 Very Good 75 89 
3 Good 55 74 
4 Weak 0 55 
Table (3) Score for the 36/2006 teacher evaluation system 
 
With regard to specific tools that should be used to collect evidence about teacher 
performance during the school year such as classroom observations, student 
achievement, etc.  are not mentioned in particular in terms of the policy of teacher 
evaluation. However, the teacher evaluation policy stipulates that evaluators have to 
determine teacher’s performance both inside and outside the classroom, and use a 
standardised checklist for determining teachers’ performance inside the classroom. 
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Appendix (2): The Complete of the Questionnaire [English] 
 
 
 
Dear Teacher, 
 
I am a PhD student in the School of Education at Durham University in the UK.  I have 
conducted this research to analyse the current teacher evaluation system in Kuwait from 
teachers’ and evaluators’ perspectives. I would be grateful if you help me by answering 
this questionnaire.  
 
Your answer will be useful for teachers and their evaluation system because it will allow 
you to add significant information about teacher evaluation system. 
 
Finally, I would like to inform you that all the information collected will only be used for 
academic purposes; the research will not cause you any harm as no personal information 
will be revealed at any time. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Researcher 
 
Talal S. Almutairi 
PhD Student 
School of Education 
Durham University 
England, UK 
Email: Talal.Almutairi@Durham.ac.uk 
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Personal information: 
Gender:    ( ) Male  ( ) Female 
Position:   ( )  Teacher   ( ) Head-Department 
Experience (Years in Teaching):  ….………………………………. 
Subject Area:………………………………………………….. 
 Educational District:…………………………………………… 	  
Section One: (The Purposes of Teacher Evaluation) 
The teacher evaluation system has several purposes as listed below. In your view, how are 
these used in practice /and how important are these from your perspective. Rate each 
purpose:  	  e.g.:	  	  
 
Statement   How often are these used  How important are these 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
  
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
N
ot
 Im
po
rta
nt
 a
t a
ll 
U
ni
m
po
rta
nt
 
N
ei
th
er
 I
m
po
rta
nt
 n
or
 
un
im
po
rta
nt
 
Im
po
rta
nt
 
V
er
y 
Im
po
rta
nt
 
1) Promoting professional development 
of teachers 
          
2) Determining the teacher’s 
performance 
          
3) Supporting decision-makers to make 
decisions about teachers that are related 
to sanctions or rewards 
          
Statement   How often are these used  How important are these to 
be used 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
  
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
N
ot
 Im
po
rta
nt
 a
t a
ll 
U
ni
m
po
rta
nt
 
N
ei
th
er
 Im
po
rta
nt
 
no
r u
ni
m
po
rta
nt
 
Im
po
rta
nt
 
V
er
y 
Im
po
rta
nt
 
Promoting professional 
development of teachers 
  
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
     
X 
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Section Two: (The tools of teacher evaluation) 
When you have been evaluated, (A) to what degree the tools are used ‘and (B) to what 
degree the tools should be used. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statement  
 
Is used  Should be used 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
  
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
  
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
4) You have been evaluated by 
classroom observation 
 
 	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
5) Evaluators have been used student’s 
achievements as a data resource for 
your evaluation 
 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
6) Your ‘self-evaluation’ is used as 
data for teacher evaluation 
 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
7) You have been evaluated by your 
colleagues in order to use for formative 
purpose “to provide feedback to 
teacher, not use for judging [score]” 
 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
8) You have been evaluated by 
students, either by survey or a focus 
group interview  
 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
9) Evaluators have used portfolios that 
includes different types of teachers’ 
work in the school year (for example; 
school activities, attending conference, 
workshop) as data resource for your 
evaluation  
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Section Three: (The involvement of evaluators) 
When you have been evaluated, to what degree has the following happened with each of the 
listed evaluator, and how do you rate the value each of these? 
 
 
 
Statement  (Head Teacher) 
 
Has happened  Rating the value 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
 
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
 
Po
or
 
Fa
ir 
G
oo
d 
V
er
y 
G
oo
d 
Ex
ce
lle
nt
 
10) You have had a discussion 
before classroom observation 	    	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
11) You have had a discussion after 
classroom observation 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
12) You have received written 
feedback	  	  
 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Statement  (Inspector) 
 
Has happened  Rating the value 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
  
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
 
Po
or
 
Fa
ir 
G
oo
d 
V
er
y 
G
oo
d 
Ex
ce
lle
nt
 
13) You have had a discussion 
before classroom observation 	    	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
14) You have had a discussion after 
classroom observation 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
15) You have received written 
feedback	  	  
 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Statement  (Head Of 
Department) 
 
For Teacher Only  
 
Has happened  Rating the value 
N
ev
er
 
Se
ld
om
  
So
m
et
im
es
 
O
fte
n 
A
lw
ay
s  
 
Po
or
 
Fa
ir 
G
oo
d 
V
er
y 
G
oo
d 
Ex
ce
lle
nt
 
16) You have had a discussion 
before classroom observation 	    	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
17) You have had a discussion after 
classroom observation 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
18) You have received written 
feedback	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Section Four:   
What support have you personally had from taking part in teacher evaluation? 
 
Statement 
St
ro
ng
ly
 d
is
ag
re
e 
 D
is
ag
re
e 
N
ei
th
er
 A
gr
ee
 n
or
 
D
is
ag
re
e 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 A
gr
ee
 
19) It has improved the deep understanding of content that you teach      
20) It has assisted you with better use of pedagogies      
21) It has given you much clearer understanding of lesson planning      
22) It has given you much clearer understanding of what constitutes 
effective teaching  
     
23) It has revealed the weaknesses of your performance      
24) It has played a significant role in determining the strengths of your 
performance 
     
25) It has affected your organisation of activities in the classroom      
26) It has affected your dealing with students' discipline and behaviour 
problems 
     
27) It has affected on your ability to motivate students in terms of their 
learning  
     
28) It has affected your ability to deal with individual differences between 
students 
     
29) It has affected your continuous assessment of students’ learning      
30) It has affected your ability to provide students with effective feedback      
31) It has affected your rewards in terms of annual bonus or salary increase       
32) It has impacted you in terms of your promotions      
 
 
Note: If you would like to participate in focus group in order to present the proposed 
alternative system and to obtain perspective of teachers toward a new system for teacher 
evaluation. Please write your email address or your name:………………………….. 
……………………………….. the researcher will contact you soon, or please send me 
message on +965 50660094 or email on Talal.Almutairi@durham.ac.uk, include you name 
and your school. 
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 اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﺸﺨﺼﯿﻴﺔ 
  ) ( ذﺫﻛﺮ                        ) ( أﺃﻧﺜﻰ    اﺍﻟﺠﻨﺲ:
  ) ( ﻣﻌﻠﻢ                        ) ( رﺭﺋﯿﻴﺲ ﻗﺴﻢاﺍﻟﻮظﻅﯿﻴﻔﺔ:  
 
  ..................................................اﺍﻟﺨﺒﺮةﺓ ) ﺳﻨﻮاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﯾﻳﺲ(: 
  ...................................................................................ﻟﻤﺎدﺩةﺓ اﺍﻟﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﺔ: اﺍ
  .............................................................................. :اﺍﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ
 
  ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ  ھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑاﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﺍﻷوﻭلﻝ: أﺃ
ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻟﮫﻪ ﻋﺪةﺓ أﺃھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ ﻛﻤﺎ ھﮪﮬﻫﻮ ﻣﺒﯿﻴّﻦ أﺃدﺩﻧﺎهﻩ،٬ إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ ﻣﺪىﻯ ﯾﻳﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻜﻮﯾﻳﺖ ﻟﺘﺤﻘﯿﻴﻖ اﺍﻷھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ 
  . اﺍﻟﻤﺬﻛﻮرﺭةﺓ،٬  وﻭﻣﺎ ﻣﺪىﻯ أﺃھﮪﮬﻫﻤﯿﻴﺔ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮكﻙ
                       ﻛﻤﺎ ھﮪﮬﻫﻮ ﻣﻮﺿﺢ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺜﺎلﻝ:ﺿﻊ ﻣﻌﯿﻴﺎرﺭاﺍ ًﻟﻜﻞ ﻏﺮضﺽ 
  ﻣﺜﺎلﻝ ﻟﻺﺟﺎﺑﺔ:
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ
 
 
ﯾﻳﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ ﻣﺪىﻯ 
اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻟﺘﺤﻘﯿﻴﻖ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ 
 ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻮاﺍﻗﻊ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻠﻲ
ﻣﺎﻣﺪىﻯ أﺃھﮪﮬﻫﻤﯿﻴﺔ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ  
 ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮكﻙ
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
 ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
دﺩاﺍﺋﻤ
ﺎً 
 
ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﮭﻬﻢ 
 إﺇطﻁﻼﻗﺎً 
 ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﮭﻬﻢ
ﻻ اﺍﺳﺘﻄﯿﻴﻊ 
 أﺃنﻥ أﺃﺣّﺪدﺩ
 ﻣﮭﻬﻢ
 ﻣﮭﻬﻢ ﺟﺪاﺍً 
اﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﺤﺴﯿﻴﻦ  ﻟﺘﻌﺰﯾﻳﺰ
 اﺍﻟﻤﮭﻬﻨﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ
   X     X  
 اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ
 
 
اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﯾﻳﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ ﻣﺪىﻯ 
ﻟﺘﺤﻘﯿﻴﻖ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻮاﺍﻗﻊ 
 اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻠﻲ
ﻣﺎﻣﺪىﻯ أﺃھﮪﮬﻫﻤﯿﻴﺔ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ  
 ﻣﻦ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮكﻙ
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
 ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
 دﺩاﺍﺋﻤﺎً 
ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﮭﻬﻢ 
 إﺇطﻁﻼﻗﺎً 
 ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﮭﻬﻢ
ﻻ اﺍﺳﺘﻄﯿﻴﻊ 
 أﺃنﻥ أﺃﺣّﺪدﺩ
 ﻣﮭﻬﻢ
 ﻣﮭﻬﻢ ﺟﺪاﺍً 
  ﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ.ﻟ اﺍﻟﻤﮭﻬﻨﻲ( ﺗﻌﺰﯾﻳﺰ اﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ ١۱
 
          
  ( ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ ﻣﺴﺘﻮىﻯ أﺃدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ. ٢۲
 
          
ﻷﺧﺬ ﻗﺮاﺍرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﺗﺠﺎهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ،٬ ذﺫاﺍتﺕ ﺻﻠﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺜﻮاﺍبﺏ (  ٣۳
  [ﻣﺜﻞ: اﺍﻟﺘﺮﻗﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻮظﻅﯿﻴﻔﯿﻴﺔ،٬ اﺍﻟﺤﻮاﺍﻓﺰ،٬ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ]أﺃوﻭاﺍﻟﻌﻘﺎبﺏ. 
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  أﺃدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ:
ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﻘّﻮمﻡ ﻛﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠّﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﺘّﺒﻊ ﻓﻲ دﺩوﻭﻟﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﻮﯾﻳﺖ ،٬ إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ دﺩرﺭﺟﺔ ﻗﺪ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ اﺍﻷدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ أﺃﺛﻨﺎء 
  وﻭإﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ دﺩرﺭﺟﺔ ﺗﻘﺘﺮحﺡ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ؟ /ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ 
 اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ 
 
 
إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ دﺩرﺭﺟﺔ إﺇﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ 
 اﺍﻷدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ  ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ
إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍيﻱ دﺩرﺭﺟﺔ ﺗﻘﺘﺮحﺡ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ  
 اﺍﻷدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
 ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
 دﺩاﺍﺋﻤﺎً 
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
 ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
 دﺩاﺍﺋﻤﺎً 
ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺔ اﺍﻟﺼﻔﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ  ﻢﺗ(   ٤
  ّﻮﻣﯿﻴﻦ.اﺍﻟﻤﻘ
 
          
ﺔ ﻛﻤﺼﺪرﺭ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ اﺍﻟﺘﺤﺼﯿﻴﻞ اﺍﻟﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﻟﻠﻄﻠﺒﺗﻢ (  ٥
  .ّﻮﻣﯿﻴﻦﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻟﺘ
 
          
ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ اﺍﻟﺬاﺍﺗﻲ ﻛﻤﺼﺪرﺭ ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ  ﺗﻢ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ ( ٦
  ّﻮﻣﯿﻴﻦ.ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ
 
          
ﻟﺰﻣﻼء،٬ وﻭﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ ( ﺗﻢ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ أﺃدﺩاﺍﺋﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍ ٧۷
ذﺫﻟﻚ ﺑﮭﻬﺪفﻑ اﺍﻟﺘﺤﺴﯿﻴﻦ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ،٬ وﻭﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻻﺗﺨﺎذﺫ ﻗﺮاﺍرﺭ 
 ﻣﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺎﻷدﺩاﺍء.
          
ﺧﻼلﻝ ﻣﻦ  - ﺳﻮاﺍء - ( ﺗﻢ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﺑﻮاﺍﺳﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ  ٨۸
ﻣﺜﺎلﻝ: ﺗﻮزﺯﯾﻳﻊ اﺍﻻﺳﺘﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ   ] اﺍﻻﺳﺘﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ أﺃوﻭ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴﺔ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍرﺭةﺓ ﻷﺧﺬ اﺍﻷرﺭاﺍء 
 [ﺣﻮلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ 
          
ﺎصﺹ ﺑﻚ،٬ ( اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﯿﻴﻤﻮنﻥ اﺍﻟﻤﻠﻒ اﺍﻹﻧﺠﺎزﺯيﻱ اﺍﻟﺨ ٩۹
اﺍﻷﻧﺸﻄﺔ ﻋﻤﺎﻟﻚ ]ﻣﺜﻞ: أﺃاﺍﻟﺬيﻱ ﯾﻳﺘﻀﻤﻦ ﺑﻌﺾ 
ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ [ شﺵﺣﻀﻮرﺭ اﺍﻟﻤﺆﺗﻤﺮاﺍتﺕ،٬ اﺍﻟﻮرﺭاﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﯿﻴﺔ،٬ 
 اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ ﻛﻤﺼﺪرﺭﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ
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ﻋﻨﺪ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ،٬  إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃيﻱ دﺩرﺭﺟﺔ ﺣﺪثﺙ اﺍﻵﺗﻲ ﻣﻊ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘّﻮﻣﯿﻴﻦ ) ﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ،٬ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟﮫﻪ اﺍﻟﻔﻨﻲ،٬ رﺭﺋﯿﻴﺲ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ(. وﻭﻣﺎھﮪﮬﻫﻮ 
 ﺗﻘﯿﻴﯿﻴﻤﻚ ﻟﺠﻮدﺩةﺓ ﻛﻞ وﻭاﺍﺣﺪٍةﺓ ﻣﻨﮭﻬﺎ اﺍنﻥ ﺣﺪثﺙ ذﺫﻟﻚ . 
  
 ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ
 
 
  اﺍﺳﺘﻔﺎدﺩﺗﻚ ﻣّﻤﺎ ﺣﺪثﺙﻣﺪىﻯ   ﻗﺪ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﯿﻴﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
 ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
 دﺩاﺍﺋﻤﺎً 
ﻒ
 ﺿﻌﯿﻴ
 ﻣﻘﺒﻮلﻝ
 ﺟﯿﻴﺪ
 ﺟﺪاﺍً ﺟﯿﻴﺪ 
 ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ
  ﻗﺒﻞ زﺯﯾﻳﺎرﺭﺗﮫﻪ ﻟﻠﻔﺼﻞ.  ّﻮمﻡاﺍﻟﻤﻘاﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﻊ  (٠۰١۱
 
          
  ﺑﻌﺪ زﺯﯾﻳﺎرﺭﺗﮫﻪ ﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ. ّﻮمﻡ( اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ١۱١۱
 
          
  ( اﺍﻟﺤﺼﻮلﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ رﺭاﺍﺟﻌﺔ ﻣﻜﺘﻮﺑﺔ. ٢۲١۱
 
          
 
  اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟﮫﻪ اﺍﻟﻔﻨﻲﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ 
 
  اﺍﺳﺘﻔﺎدﺩﺗﻚ ﻣّﻤﺎ ﺣﺪثﺙﻣﺪىﻯ   ﻗﺪ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﯿﻴﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
دﺩاﺍ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
ﺋﻤﺎً 
 
ﻒ
 ﺿﻌﯿﻴ
 ﻣﻘﺒﻮلﻝ
 ﺟﯿﻴﺪ
 ﺟﺪاﺍً ﺟﯿﻴﺪ 
 ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ
  ﻗﺒﻞ زﺯﯾﻳﺎرﺭﺗﮫﻪ ﻟﻠﻔﺼﻞ.  ّﻮمﻡ( اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ٣۳١۱
 
          
  ﺑﻌﺪ زﺯﯾﻳﺎرﺭﺗﮫﻪ ﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ.ّﻮمﻡ ( اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ٤١۱
 
          
  ( اﺍﻟﺤﺼﻮلﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ رﺭاﺍﺟﻌﺔ ﻣﻜﺘﻮﺑﺔ. ٥١۱
 
          
 
  اﺍﺳﺘﻔﺎدﺩﺗﻚ ﻣّﻤﺎ ﺣﺪثﺙﻣﺪىﻯ    ﯿﻴﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞﻗﺪ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ رﺭﺋﯿﻴﺲ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ ]ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ ﻓﻘﻂ[
 أﺃﺑﺪاﺍً 
 ﻧﺎدﺩرﺭاﺍً 
 أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧﺎً 
 ﻏﺎﻟﺒﺎً 
 دﺩاﺍﺋﻤﺎً 
ﻒ
 ﺿﻌﯿﻴ
 ﻣﻘﺒﻮلﻝ
 ﺟﯿﻴﺪ
 ﺟﺪاﺍً ﺟﯿﻴﺪ 
 ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ
  ﻗﺒﻞ زﺯﯾﻳﺎرﺭﺗﮫﻪ ﻟﻠﻔﺼﻞ.  ّﻮمﻡ( اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ٦١۱
 
          
  ﺑﻌﺪ زﺯﯾﻳﺎرﺭﺗﮫﻪ ﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ. ّﻮمﻡ( اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘ٧۷١۱
 
          
  ( اﺍﻟﺤﺼﻮلﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ رﺭاﺍﺟﻌﺔ ﻣﻜﺘﻮﺑﺔ. ٨۸١۱
 
          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 432	  
  :  ﺮاﺍﺑﻊاﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﺍﻟ
ﻧﺘﺠﺖ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ  )ﻣﺎﻟﺬيﻱ،٬ﺷﺨﺼﯿﻴﺎ ً  إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍيﻱ ﻣﺪىﻯ ﻣﻦ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮكﻙ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ دﺩاﺍﻋﻢ ﻟﻚ
  ؟ ﺖ(ﻓﻲ دﺩوﻭﻟﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﻮﯾﻳ
 
 
 
ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺔ ھﮪﮬﻫﺎﻣﺔ: اﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻟﺪﯾﻳﻚ اﺍﻟﺮﻏﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﺔ ﺑﺤﻠﻘﺔ ﻧﻘﺎﺷﯿﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ،٬ ﺗﺘﻀﻤﻦ ﺑﻌﺾ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ 
ﻟﻌﺮضﺽ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﺟﺪﯾﻳﺪ،٬ وﻭﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺤﻠﻘﺔ اﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎﺷﯿﻴﺔ ﺗﺴﺘﻄﯿﻴﻊ  اﺍﻟﺘﻌّﺮفﻑ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺠﺪﯾﻳﺪ 
 اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺘﺮحﺡ،٬ وﻭﯾﻳﻤﻜﻨﻚ ﻋﺮضﺽ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮكﻙ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﺃﻛﺒﺮ ﺗﺠﺎهﻩ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬاﺍ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ.  
 ....................ﺎﺣﺚ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻨﻈﯿﻴﻢ ذﺫﻟﻚ .............ﯾﻳﺘﻤﻜﻦ اﺍﻟﺒﻰ ﺣﺘ ﻟﻜﺘﺮوﻭﻧﻲﻻاﺍﻟﺒﺮﯾﻳﺪ اﺍوﻭاﺍاﺍﻻﺳﻢ   اﺍﻟﺮﺟﺎء ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺔ
اﺍﻟﺒﺮﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻻﻟﻜﺘﺮوﻭﻧﻲ اﺍوﻭ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ  ٤٩۹٠۰٠۰٦٦٠۰٥٥٦٩۹٠۰٠۰وﻭ اﺍرﺭﺳﺎلﻝ اﺍﻻﺳﻢ وﻭاﺍﺳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ اﺍﻟﻰ اﺍﻟﺮﻗﻢ اﺍ
 ku.ca.mahrud@iriatumlA.lalaT  
 اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ
 
 ﻻ أﺃوﻭاﺍﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪةﺓ
 ﻻ أﺃوﻭاﺍﻓﻖ
 ﻣﺤﺎﯾﻳﺪ
 أﺃوﻭاﺍﻓﻖ
 أﺃوﻭاﺍﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪةﺓ
  ﺔ.أﺃّدﺩىﻯ إﺇﻟﻰ ﺗﺤﺴﯿﻴﻦ إﺇﻟﻤﺎﻣﻚ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺎدﺩةﺓ اﺍﻟﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴ ( ٩۹١۱
 
     
  ﺳﮭﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻚ ﻓﻲ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ أﺃﻓﻀﻞ طﻁﺮقﻕ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﯾﻳﺲأﺃ( ٠۰٢۲
  
     
  زﺯوﻭدﺩكﻙ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﮭﻬﻢ اﺍﻟﺼﺤﯿﻴﺢ  ﻟﺘﺤﻀﯿﻴﺮ وﻭإﺇﻋﺪاﺍدﺩ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭوﻭسﺱ. ( ١۱٢۲
 
     
  زﺯوﻭدﺩكﻙ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﮭﻬﻢ اﺍﻟﺪﻗﯿﻴﻖ ﻟﻤﺎھﮪﮬﻫﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﯾﻳﺲ اﺍﻟﻔّﻌﺎلﻝ. ( ٢۲٢۲
 
     
  ﻛﺸﻒ ﻟﻚ  ﻧﻘﺎطﻁ اﺍﻟﻀﻌﻒ ﻓﻲ أﺃدﺩاﺍﺋﻚ.  (٣۳٢۲
 
     
  ﻣﻮاﺍطﻁﻦ اﺍﻟﻘّﻮةﺓ ﻓﻲ أﺃدﺩاﺍﺋﻚ.أﺃظﻅﮭﻬﺮ ﻟﻚ   (٤٢۲
 
     
  ﻟﻔﺼﻞ.اﺍ ﻟﻼﻧﺸﻄﺔ دﺩاﺍﺧﻞ ﻗﺪ ﺣّﺴﻦ إﺇدﺩاﺍرﺭﺗﻚ(  ٥٢۲
 
     
  ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻠﻚ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺸﺎﻛﻞ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ اﺍﻟﺴﻠﻮﻛﯿﻴﺔ وﻭاﺍﻧﻀﺒﺎطﻁ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ. أﺃﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ طﻁﺮﯾﻳﻘﺔ  (٦٢۲
 
     
   اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻠﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ(إﺇﺷﺮاﺍكﻙ) أﺃﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺪرﺭﺗﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﻔﯿﻴﺰ  (٧۷٢۲
 
     
  ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺪرﺭﺗﻚ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻔﺮوﻭقﻕ اﺍﻟﻔﺮدﺩﯾﻳﺔ. أﺃﺛﺮ   (٨۸٢۲
 
     
  ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻟﮫﻪ ﺗﺄﺛﯿﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﯿﻴﯿﻴﻤﻚ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺴﺘﻤﺮ.  (٩۹٢۲
 
     
  ﻦ ﻗﺪرﺭﺗﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ إﺇﻋﻄﺎء اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ ﺗﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ رﺭاﺍﺟﻌﺔ ﻓّﻌﺎﻟﺔ.ﺣﺴ ّ(  ٠۰٣۳
 
     
       نﻥ ﻟﮫﻪ ﺗﺄﺛﯿﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻜﺎﻓﺄةﺓ اﺍﻟﻮظﻅﯿﻴﻔﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻋﻼوﻭةﺓ ﻣﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ أﺃوﻭ ﻣﻜﺎﻓﺄةﺓ ﻣﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ ﺳﻨﻮﯾﻳﺔ.(  ﻛﺎ١۱٣۳
  .ﺔاﺍﻟﻮظﻅﯿﻴﻔﯿﻴ ( ﺳﺎھﮪﮬﻫﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺘﺮﻗﯿﻴﺔ٢۲٣۳
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Appendix (4): Information Sheet for Interview and Focus Group    [English] 
 
Information Sheet For This Research 
 
The aims of the study: 	  
The aim of this study is firstly to analyse and evaluate the current teacher evaluation 
system in Kuwait using data from teachers, head teachers and inspectors. The objectives 
are: 
e) To determine what purposes dominate the current system and to compare this to 
participants’ desired purposes for teacher evaluation. 
f) To identify the tools that are used in the current system, and to compare this to 
tools of teacher evaluation that participants think should be used  
g) To analyse the role of evaluators and how this is regarded by teachers in the current 
system. 
h) To find out if and how the current teacher evaluation system is supporting the 
development of teachers’ performance. 
 
The second aim of the study is to suggest an alternative teachers evaluation system based 
on ‘Risk-Based Analysis’ approach to participants, and in order to probe their opinions 
about its potential for development and improvement of teacher evaluation in Kuwait.  
 
In order to explore the aim of this study, the researcher relies on the data collected through 
focus groups and interviews. 
 
a) The first interview will take approximately an hour and will be held with the head 
teacher and inspector to discuss the current teacher evaluation system. The second 
interview pertains to the alternative system and will take approximately an hour. 
Audio recording will be used to collect the data, unless the participant does not give 
her/his consent, in which case the researcher will take notes.  
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b) The focus groups will be used to present the alternative system to teachers in order 
to achieve the research aim. The focus groups will take place over two days and 
will last approximately two hours in total – one hour on each day. On the first day, 
the researcher will present the alternative system to the participants by providing 
them with a booklet. On the second day, the researcher will collect the teachers’ 
views on the alternative system. Audio recording will be used to collect the data, 
unless the participants do not give their consent, in which case the researcher will 
take notes.  
 
If you decide to participate in this study, you will be asked to sign a consent form. All 
information gathered during this research project will be treated confidentially and 
individual names will not be used at any point, thus guaranteeing your anonymity. 
 
Researcher Details: 
Name of the researcher:    
Talal S. Almutairi 
Position and contact information: 
PhD Student 
School of Education  
Durham University 
Durham, England 
DH1 1 TA 
UK 
E-mail: Talal.Almutairi@durham.ac.uk 
Mobile: +44 (0)7450020014 / +965 50660094 
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 ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ ﺗﻮﺿﺤﯿﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﺔ
 اﺍﻟﮭﻬﺪفﻑ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﺔ:
اﺍﻟﮭﻬﺪفﻑ اﺍﻟﺮﺋﯿﻴﺴﻲ ﻟﻠﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﺔ ھﮪﮬﻫﻮ ﺗﺤﻠﯿﻴﻞ وﻭﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ " ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ" ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻜﻮﯾﻳﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺮ 
  ﻣﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ:وﻭﻓﻨﻲ  ﺗﻮﺟﯿﻴﮫﻪﻟﺘﺮﺑﻮيﻱ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺪرﺭاﺍء وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻷﺻﺤﺎبﺏ اﺍﻟﻤﯿﻴﺪاﺍنﻥ اﺍ
 
اﺍﻻھﮪﮬﻫﻤﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻮاﺍﺟﺐ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍﻣﮭﻬﺎ  اﺍ( ﻟﺘﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻏﺮاﺍضﺽ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻮاﺍﻗﻊ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻠﻲ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﻄﺮقﻕ اﺍﻟﻰ اﺍﻻﻏﺮاﺍضﺽ ذﺫاﺍتﺕ
 ﻟﻠﻨﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ.
بﺏ( ﻟﺘﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻻدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﺤﺎﻟﻲ وﻭﻣﺎھﮪﮬﻫﻲ اﺍﻻدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﯾﻳﺠﺐ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍﻣﮭﻬﺎ ﺑﻨﻈﺎمﻡ 
 ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ.
 جﺝ( اﺍﻟﺘﺤﻘﻖ ﻣﻦ دﺩوﻭرﺭ ﻛﻞ ﻣﻘﻮمﻡ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪهﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻠﻤﯿﻴﺎتﺕ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ.
  نﻥ دﺩاﺍﻋﻢ ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ وﻭﺗﺤﺴﯿﻴﯿﻴﻦ اﺍدﺩاﺍﺋﮫﻪ. دﺩ( اﺍﻟﺘﺤﻘﻖ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ  ﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﻣﺎ اﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻛﺎ
 
ﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺃﺻﺤﺎبﺏ اﺍﻟﻤﯿﻴﺪاﺍنﻥ اﺍﻟﺘﺮﺑﻮيﻱ ﻟﻠﺤﺼﻮلﻝ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﺔ ﻋﺮضﺽ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺑﺪﯾﻳﻞ ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟ وﻭاﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ اﺍﻟﮭﻬﺪفﻑ ﻣﻦ
ﺑﺪﯾﻳﻞ ﯾﻳﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ "اﺍﻟﺘﺤﻠﯿﻴﻞ اﺍﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ" ﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ  ﻣﺎ إﺇذﺫاﺍ ﻛﺎنﻥ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬاﺍ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ  ﻋﻠﻰ أﺃرﺭاﺍﺋﮭﻬﻢ ﺣﻮلﻝ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ
ﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﻮﯾﻳﺖ. وﻭاﺍﻟﻐﺮضﺽ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﻟﺘﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺎتﺕ ﺣﻮلﻝ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ ﯾﻳﺪﻓﻊ اﺍﻟﻰ ﺗﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ دﺩوﻭﻟ
اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺘﺮحﺡ وﻭاﺍﻛﺘﺸﺎفﻑ ﺗﺒﺎﯾﻳﻦ اﺍﻷرﺭاﺍء ﺑﯿﻴﻦ اﺍﺻﺤﺎبﺏ اﺍﻟﻤﯿﻴﺪاﺍنﻥ ﻟﻠﺘﻐﻠﺐ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﯾﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﻛﻞ وﻭاﺍﻟﻮﺻﻮلﻝ اﺍﻟﻰ 
 ﻣﺎﯾﻳﺮﺿﻲ اﺍﺣﺘﯿﻴﺎﺟﺎتﺕ اﺍھﮪﮬﻫﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﯿﻴﺪاﺍنﻥ.
 
ﺣﻠﻘﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ )ﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻤﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ﻋﺪةﺓ اﺍدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﯾﻳﻟﺘﺤﻘﯿﻴﻖ اﺍﻻھﮪﮬﻫﺪاﺍفﻑ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺟﻮهﻩ،٬ اﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ 
  ﺠﻤﺎﻋﯿﻴﺔ وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻼتﺕ(اﺍﻟ
 
ﻦ. اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻼتﺕ اﺍﻟﺸﺨﺼﯿﻴﺔ ﺗﻨﻘﺴﻢ اﺍﻟﻰ ﻗﺴﻤﯿﻴﻦ: اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ ﺸﺨﺼﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺪرﺭاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﺪاﺍرﺭسﺱ وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟﮭﻬﯿﻴاﺍ( اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻼتﺕ اﺍﻟ
 اﺍﻻوﻭلﻝ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺤﺎﻟﻲ وﻭاﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺒﺪﯾﻳﻞ وﻭﻛﻞ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺗﺴﺘﻐﺮقﻕ ﻗﺮاﺍﺑﺔ اﺍﻟﺴﺎﻋﺔ. 
 
ﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺒﺪﯾﻳﻞ. اﺍﻟﺤﻠﻘﺎتﺕ ﯿﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﺘﺮاﺍتﺕ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟﺠﻤﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌبﺏ( اﺍﻟﺤﻠﻘﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎﺷﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤ
اﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎﺷﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﺘﻮﻗﻊ اﺍنﻥ ﺗﺴﺘﻐﺮقﻕ ﻗﺮاﺍﺑﺔ اﺍﻟﺴﺎﻋﺘﯿﻴﻦ. ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺘﺮةﺓ اﺍﻻوﻭﻟﻰ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻘﺪﯾﻳﻢ ﻣﺬﻛﺮةﺓ ﺗﻮﺿﺤﯿﻴﮫﻪ ﻟﻠﻨﻈﺎمﻡ 
اﺍﻟﺒﺪﯾﻳﻞ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﺸﺮحﺡ وﻭاﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎشﺵ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺿﯿﻴﺤﻲ. ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺘﺮةﺓ اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺟﻤﻊ وﻭﺟﮭﻬﺎتﺕ ﻧﻈﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ ﺣﻮلﻝ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ 
 اﺍﻟﺒﺪﯾﻳﻞ.
 
،٬ ﯾﻳﺮﺟﻰ ﺗﺰوﻭﯾﻳﺪﻧﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮاﺍﻓﻘﺔ وﻭذﺫﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﻗﯿﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﻮدﺩةﺓ اﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻗﺮرﺭتﺕ  اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﺔ
اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺒﺤﺚ. وﻭﻧﻮدﺩ اﺍنﻥ ﻧﺤﯿﻴﻄﻜﻢ ﻋﻠﻤﺎ اﺍنﻥ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ  اﺍﻟﺸﺨﺼﯿﻴﺔ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﻜﻮنﻥ ﺳﺮﯾﻳﺔ وﻭاﺍﻻﺳﻤﺎء 
 اﺍﻟﺤﻘﯿﻴﻘﯿﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﯿﻴﻦ ﻟﻦ ﺗﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﺿﻤﺎنﻥ ﻟﻠﺴﺮﯾﻳﺔ.
 
 اﺍﺳﻢ اﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ: طﻁﻼلﻝ ﺳﻌﺪ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﯿﻴﺮيﻱ
 طﻁﺎﻟﺐ دﺩﻛﺘﻮرﺭاﺍهﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻛﻠﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺮﺑﯿﻴﺔ
  اﺍﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪةﺓﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ دﺩرﺭمﻡ / 
 اﺍﻻﯾﻳﻤﯿﻴﻞ: ku.ca.mahrud@iriatumlA.lalaT
  ٤٩۹٠۰٠۰٦٦٠۰٥٥٦٩۹٠۰٠۰/٤١۱٠۰٠۰٢۲٠۰٠۰٥٤٧۷٤٤٠۰٠۰اﺍﻟﺘﻠﯿﻴﻔﻮنﻥ: 
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Appendix (6): Consent Form for Interview and Focus Group [English] 
 
 
Consent Request Form 
 
Teacher Evaluation in the State of Kuwait 
 
(The participant should complete the whole of this sheet himself/herself) 
1) Have you read the Participant Information Sheet?                                      Yes / No 
2) Have you had an opportunity to ask questions and to discuss the study?    Yes / No 
3) Have you received satisfactory answers to all of your questions?               Yes / No 
4) Have you received enough information about the study?                Yes / No 
5) Do you consent to participate in the study?                                                 Yes / No 
6) Do you understand that you are free to withdraw from the study:              Yes / No 
*At any time and without having to give a reason for withdrawing and  without affecting 
your position. 
 
Note:  
I understand that my participation will be through (Interview OR Focus Group)   
The interviews/Focus group will be recorded (agree / disagree) 
 
I understand that all the views and information I provide will remain anonymous and will 
be treated confidentially. I understand that any information I provide will be stored 
securely. 
 
 
Signed ...................................................... Date ........................................  
(NAME ) ....................................................................................... 
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 ﻧﻤﻮذﺫجﺝ اﺍﻟﻤﻮاﺍﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ / ﻻ      ( ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﻗﺮأﺃتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﻮدﺩةﺓ اﺍﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﯿﻴﻦ اﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﺘﻮيﻱ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ؟      ١۱
  ﻧﻌﻢ / ﻻ      ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﺑﻌﺾ اﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎطﻁ ؟   ( ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻔﺮﺻﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﺆاﺍلﻝ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻮﺿﻮعﻉ اﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ اﺍوﻭ٢۲
  ﻧﻌﻢ / ﻻ        ( ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻻﺟﻮﺑﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﺎﻓﯿﻴﺔ ﺣﻮلﻝ اﺍﺳﺄﻟﺘﻚ ؟                                       ٣۳
  ﻧﻌﻢ / ﻻ         ( ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﻜﺎﻓﯿﻴﺔ ﺣﻮلﻝ ﻣﻮﺿﻮعﻉ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﺔ ؟                      ٤
  ﻧﻌﻢ / ﻻ         ﺤﺚ ؟                                                     ﻤﺸﺎرﺭﻛﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺒ( ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﺗﻮاﺍﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟ٥
  ﻧﻌﻢ / ﻻ          ( ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﺗﻢ اﺍﺧﺒﺎرﺭكﻙ اﺍﻧﮫﻪ ﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﺤﻖ ﺑﺎﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎبﺏ ﺑﺄيﻱ وﻭﻗﺖ وﻭﺑﺪوﻭنﻥ ذﺫﻛﺮ اﺍﻟﺴﺒﺐ ؟         ٦
 
ھﮪﮬﻫﻞ ﺗﻮاﺍﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺴﺠﯿﻴﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﺻﻮﺗﯿﻴﺎ ً ﺣﺘﻰ ﯾﻳﺘﻤﻜﻦ اﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺪوﻭﯾﻳﻦ ذﺫﻟﻚ ﻻﺣﻘﺎ ً ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﮭﻬﺪ  •
ﺬﻛﺮ أﺃنﻥ اﺍﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﻟﻦ ﯾﻳ ﺑﺴﺮﯾﻳﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ وﻭاﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍﻣﮭﻬﺎ ﻷﻏﺮاﺍضﺽ اﺍﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻓﻘﻂ . ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻌﻠﻢاﺍﻟﻜﺎﻣﻞ 
  ﺗﻔﺮﯾﻳﻎ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ. ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺬﻓﮫﻪ وﻭأﺃنﻥ اﺍﻟﺘﺴﺠﯿﻴﻞ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍﻷﺳﻢ أﺃوﻭ أﺃيﻱ ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎتﺕ ﺷﺨﺼﯿﻴﺔ،٬
 
 اﺍﻻﺳﻢ .................................................   اﺍﻟﺘﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺦ .............................
  ...........................................اﺍﻟﺘﻮﻗﯿﻴﻊ .....
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  اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺘﺮحﺡ ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ  اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺒﺪﯾﻳﻞ
 
 اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮةﺓ اﺍﻻوﻭﻟﻰ: ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻔﺮدﺩيﻱ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ
ﻞ ﻗﺒ ﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍءﮭﻬﺮ ﻣﺎﯾﻳﻮ. ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ ﯾﻳﺨﻀﻌﻮنﻥ ﻟھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮةﺓ ﺗﺒﺪآﺁ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﺍﯾﻳﺔ ﻛﻞ ﻋﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺷﮭﻬﺮ ﺳﺒﺘﻤﺒﺮ اﺍﻟﻰ ﺷ
 ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ.
  
  :آﺁ( ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ
 
ﺗﻌﺰﯾﻳﺰ اﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﮭﻬﻨﻲ وﻭﺗﺤﺴﯿﻴﻦ  ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ ضﺽﻞ رﺭﺋﯿﻴﺲ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ وﻭﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ. وﻭﯾﻳﻜﻮنﻥ اﺍﻟﻐﺮﻗﺒﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ﻛﻞ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ 
اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍء. اﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﯾﻳﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﻟﻼﻏﺮاﺍضﺽ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ وﻭاﺍﻋﻄﺎء ﺗﻘﺪﯾﻳﺮ ﻧﮭﻬﺎﺋﻲ )ﻣﺜﻼ: ﺟﯿﻴﺪ 
ﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻛﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﺜﻞ اﺍﻟﻜﺎدﺩرﺭ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﺮﻗﯿﻴﺔ وﻭاﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ ﻣﻦ ،٬ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ ﺟﺪاﺍ ،٬ ... اﺍﻟﺦ ( وﻭاﺍﺻﺪاﺍرﺭ اﺍﺣﻜﺎمﻡ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻌ
 اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﺍﻟﺦ.
 
 
  ﻛﺎﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ: ﯾﻳﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ )ﻓﻲ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ( ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟﻘﯿﻴﺎسﺱ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ،٬
 
اﺍﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺔ اﺍﻟﺼﻔﯿﻴﺔ: ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮمﻡ. اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮمﻡ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﻻﺑﺪ اﺍنﻥ ﯾﻳﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﺻﺤﻔﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺣﺪةﺓ 
 وﻭﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻻﻋﻄﺎء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍﻟﺘﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ اﺍﻟﺮاﺍﺟﻌﺔ ﺑﺎﻻﺿﺎﻓﺔ اﺍﻟﻰ اﺍرﺭﻓﺎﻗﮭﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﻰ.
 
  ﻮﺣﺪةﺓ.اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﺬاﺍﺗﻲ: اﺍنﻥ ﯾﻳﺴﻤﺢ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ﻧﻔﺴﮫﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ ﺻﺤﯿﻴﻔﺔ رﺭﺳﻤﯿﻴﺔ ﻣ
 
ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻘﺮﻧﺎء اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﺰﻣﻼء: ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍةﺓ ﻟﻼﻏﺮاﺍضﺽ اﺍﻟﺘﻜﻮﯾﻳﻨﯿﻴﺔ ﺑﮭﻬﺪفﻑ اﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﮭﻬﻨﻲ وﻭﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻻﺗﺨﺎذﺫ ﺣﻜﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ 
اﺍﻋﺪاﺍدﺩ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭوﻭسﺱ وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺪاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘﺔ ﺑﺎﻻدﺩاﺍء  ﻛﺘﺎبﺏاﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ. وﻭﯾﻳﻜﻮنﻥ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻣﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺔ اﺍﻟﺼﻔﯿﻴﺔ اﺍوﻭ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ 
 ﻻﻋﻄﺎء اﺍﻟﺘﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ اﺍﻟﺮاﺍﺟﻌﺔ.
 
اﺍﻻﻧﺠﺎزﺯيﻱ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ: ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻠﻒ اﺍﻻﻧﺠﺎزﺯيﻱ ﻻﻋﻤﺎلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ وﻭﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪةﺓ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮمﻡ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻤﻠﻒ 
اﺍﺗﺨﺎذﺫ ﺣﻜﻢ ﺗﺠﺎةﺓ اﺍﻋﻤﺎلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﻻﯾﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺘﮭﻬﺎ ﺻﻔﯿﻴﺎ ﻣﺜﻞ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻟﻠﻄﻼبﺏ وﻭﺗﺤﺴﻦ اﺍﻟﻄﻼبﺏ وﻭﻣﺘﺎﺑﻌﺘﮭﻬﻢ 
  .وﻭاﺍﻻﻧﺸﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﯿﻴﺔ
 
اﺍﻟﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﻟﻼدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ وﻭھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ اﺍﻟﺤﺮﯾﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻘﻮمﻡ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻼتﺕ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻻﺳﺘﺒﯿﻴﺎنﻥ. وﻭﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻄﻠﺒﺔ: وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﻘﺼﻮدﺩ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ 
ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ ذﺫوﻭ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻮلﻝ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﺜﯿﻴﺮةﺓ،٬ ﺧﻤﺲ ﻓﺼﻮلﻝ وﻭاﺍﻛﺜﺮ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﻘﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮمﻡ ﺑﺎﺧﺘﯿﻴﺎرﺭ ﺑﻌﺾ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻮلﻝ وﻭﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ 
 اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻮلﻝ. 
 
ﻤﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﺣﺎﻟﯿﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻈﺎمﻡ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ دﺩوﻭﻟﺔ ﺮ اﺍﻟﯿﻴﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﺎﯾﻳﯿﻴﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﻜﻮنﻥ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﺎﯾﻳ
 اﺍﻟﻜﻮﯾﻳﺖ.وﻭﯾﻳﻜﻮنﻥ اﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ اﺍﻟﺤﻜﻢ وﻭﻓﻖ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭﺟﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ: ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ،٬ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ ﺣﺪاﺍ ،٬ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ ،٬ ﺿﻌﯿﻴﻒ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻞ ﻟﻤﺎ ھﮪﮬﻫﻮ ﻣﺴﺘﺨﺪمﻡ ﺣﺎﻟﯿﻴﺎ.
 
ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﯾﻳﺤﺼﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻘﺮﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍء ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ وﻭاﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ ﺗﻐﺬﯾﻳﺔ رﺭاﺍﺟﻌﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻛﻞ ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺔ 
ﻌﺪ ﺷﮭﻬﺮ ﻣﺎﯾﻳﻮ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ،٬ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺤﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻨﺘﯿﻴﺠﺔ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﯿﻴﺔ )اﺍﻟﺘﻘﺮﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﻲ(  ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻔﺼﯿﻴﻞ ﻋﻦ .  ﺑﺔﺻﻔﯿﻴ
اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍﻟﻔﺮدﺩيﻱ ﺑﻌﺪ اﺍﻋﺘﻤﺎدﺩ اﺍﻟﻨﺘﯿﻴﺠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮﻣﯿﻴﻦ. اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺤﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻨﺘﯿﻴﺠﺔ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ 
ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﺘﻀﻤﻦ: ﻧﺼﺎﺋﺢ ﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍء،٬ ﻧﻘﺎطﻁ  ﺘﻘﺮﯾﻳﺮاﺍﻟﺴﻜﻦ". اﺍﻟاﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ اﺍوﻭ اﺍرﺭﺳﺎلﻝ ﻣﻐﻠﻒ اﺍﻟﻨﺘﯿﻴﺠﺔ اﺍﻟﻰ ﻋﻨﻮاﺍنﻥ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ "
  .اﺍﻟﻀﻌﻒ وﻭاﺍﻟﻘﻮىﻯ،٬ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ ﺻﺤﺎﺋﻒ اﺍﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺔ اﺍﻟﺼﻔﯿﻴﺔ،٬ وﻭاﺍﻟﺪرﺭﺟﺔ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﯿﻴﺔ وﻭﻓﻖ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﺎﯾﻳﯿﻴﺮ
 
 بﺏ( اﺍﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﻗﯿﻴﺎسﺱ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻄﻼبﺏ:
ﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﻓﻲ ﺷﮭﻬﺮ ﻣﺎﯾﻳﻮ،٬ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍرﺭﻓﺎقﻕ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﺍﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺣﺪةﺓ ﻟﻘﯿﻴﺎسﺱ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍء ﻟﻠﻄﻼبﺏ ﻣﻊ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﻲ. اﺍﻻﺧ
ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﻄﺒﻖ ﻟﺠﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻮاﺍدﺩ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ ذﺫاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﻨﮭﻬﺞ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺣﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻮىﻯ اﺍﻟﺪوﻭﻟﺔ. اﺍﻟﻤﺪاﺍرﺭسﺱ ھﮪﮬﻫﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻭﻟﺔ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻄﺒﯿﻴﻖ وﻭﺗﺼﻤﯿﻴﻢ 
ﻜﻞ ﻣﻌﻠﻢ  ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪهﻩ ﻣﻦ وﻭاﺍﺻﺪاﺍرﺭ اﺍﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ  ،٬ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﺼﻨﻒ دﺩرﺭﺟﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﻄﻼبﺏ وﻭﻓﻖ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ وﻭاﺍﻟﺼﻒ وﻭﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﻓﺮزﺯھﮪﮬﻫﺎ ﻟ
  ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ.ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴﮫﻪ 
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  اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺪاﺍتﺕجﺝ( اﺍﻻﺷﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ / 
 
ﻻﺑﺪ اﺍنﻥ ﯾﻳﺮﻓﻖ اﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻠﻒ ﺧﺎصﺹ ﺑﺎﻟﺸﻜﺎوﻭىﻯ وﻭاﺍﻟﺜﻨﺎء ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍوﻭﻟﯿﻴﺎء اﺍﻻﻣﻮرﺭ اﺍنﻥ وﻭﺟﺪ. ﺑﺎﻻﺿﺎﻓﺔ اﺍﻟﻰ 
اﺍﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﻲ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ  ﺷﮭﻬﺎدﺩاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﺪوﻭرﺭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﺑﯿﻴﺔ وﻭوﻭرﺭشﺵ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻞ،٬ ﺷﮭﻬﺎدﺩاﺍتﺕ اﺍﺧﺮىﻯ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﯿﻴﮭﻬﺎ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺗﺼﺐ ﻓﻲ
ﯿﻴﻦ  ﻻﺧﺬ ﺑﻌﯿﻴﻦ اﺍﻻﻋﺘﺒﺎرﺭ اﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮاﺍﻟﻤﮭﻬﻨﻲ وﻭ اﺍﻟﺬاﺍﺗﻲ ﯿﻴﺔ  اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﻤﮭﻬﻨﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ ﺟﻤﻌﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﺎﻓﺳﺴﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﺠﻤﻌﯿﻴﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟﺜﻘاﺍﻟﻤﺆ
  .ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ  ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ
 
 اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ: اﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﻟﺘﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ
 
ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎطﻁﻖ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﺼﻞ ﻟﮭﻬﻢ    ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎﯾﻳﻮ اﺍوﻭ ﯾﻳﻮﻧﯿﻴﻮ ،٬ اﺍﻗﺴﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴﮫﻪھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺗﺒﺪآﺁ ﻓﻲ ﻧﮭﻬﺎﯾﻳﺔ ﻛﻞ ﻋﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ 
)أﺃ( اﺍﻟﺘﻘﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﯿﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ،٬ ﺑﺎﻻﺿﺎﻓﺔ اﺍﻟﻰ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ )بﺏ( اﺍﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﻗﯿﻴﺎسﺱ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﺘﻼﻣﯿﻴﺬ  وﻭ)جﺝ( اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺪاﺍتﺕ/ اﺍﻻﺷﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ 
 اﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ. 
 
ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺸﻜﻞ ﻓﺮﯾﻳﻖ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟﮭﻬﯿﻴﻦ ﻟﻜﻞ ﻣﺎدﺩةﺓ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪهﻩ ﻟﺒﺪآﺁ ﺑﻌﻤﻠﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﻤﺨﺎطﻁﺮ اﺍﺳﺘﻨﺎدﺩاﺍ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻻدﺩﻟﺔ اﺍﻋﻼهﻩ. اﺍذﺫاﺍ ﺗﻢ  
ﻣﺜﺎلﻝ اﺍذﺫاﺍ وﻭﺟﺪ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻋﺪمﻡ ﺗﻮاﺍﻓﻖ ﺑﯿﻴﻦ دﺩرﺭﺟﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍﻟﻨﮭﻬﺎﺋﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ  ﯿﻴﮫﻪةﺓ ﻓﻲ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ  ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟاﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﻮرﺭ
اﺍوﻭ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ.  اﺍوﻭ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ ﺗﻢ اﺍﻛﺘﺸﺎﻓﮭﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺪاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﻓﻘﺔ  اﺍوﻭ اﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ اﺍﻟﻨﺘﯿﻴﺠﺔ ﻻدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺿﻌﯿﻴﻒ اﺍﻻﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ
اﺍﻟﺮﺟﻮعﻉ اﺍﻟﻰ ﺗﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺦ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ وﻭاﺍذﺫاﺍ وﻭﺟﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺦ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍنﻥ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ  ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ ﺧﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ ﻓﻲ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ،٬ ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ 
ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍﻋﻄﺎء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﺮﺻﺔ ﻟﺘﺤﺴﯿﻴﻦ اﺍدﺩاﺍﺋﮫﻪ  ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪاﺍﺧﻠﻲ  ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺴﻨﻮاﺍتﺕ  ﻣﺜﻼ اﺍﻟﺨﻤﺲ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﻌﺸﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺎﺿﯿﻴﺔ 
ﻠﻢ ﺘﻢ وﻭﺿﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻟﻠﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺒﻞ ،٬ اﺍﻣﺎ اﺍذﺫاﺍ ﺗﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺦ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻟﻢ ﯾﻳﻜﻦ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﻣﺜﻞ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ اﺍوﻭ ﺿﻌﯿﻴﻒ ﺳﺎﺑﻘﺎ  ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳ
  وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ ﺑﺎﻻﺷﺘﺮاﺍكﻙ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ ﻓﻘﻂ.ﻓﻨﻲ  ﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺒﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ ﻣﻮﺟﮫﻪﺑﺎ  ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴﮫﻪ
 
 ﮫﻪوﻭاﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻟﻢ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ ﺧﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ وﻭﺿﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﺎدﺩﯾﻳﺔ اﺍيﻱ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻤﮫﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴ
ﺋﯿﻴﺲ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ ﻛﻞ اﺍرﺭﺑﻊ اﺍوﻭ ﺛﻼثﺙ ﺳﻨﻮاﺍتﺕ،٬ ﻣﺎﻟﻢ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ ﺧﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ ﺧﻼلﻝ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻔﺘﺮةﺓ  )ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺑﺎﻻﺷﺘﺮاﺍكﻙ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ وﻭرﺭ
اﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﻟﺘﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ( ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺒﻞ. وﻭﺧﻼلﻝ ھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺴﻨﻮاﺍتﺕ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪاﺍﺧﻞ ﺣﺘﻰ ﯾﻳﺤﯿﻴﻦ 
 ﻣﻮﻋﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﺎدﺩﯾﻳﺔ.
 
  اﺍﻟﻔﻨﻲ ﮫﻪﯿﻴاﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺜﺔ: اﺍﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟ
 
ﺳﻮفﻑ  ﮫﻪﻠﺔ ﺗﺒﺪاﺍ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ اﺍﻟﺬيﻱ ﯾﻳﻠﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ اﺍيﻱ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺷﮭﻬﺮ ﺳﺒﺘﻤﺒﺮ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻲ. اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣ
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺠﻮاﺍﻧﺐ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﯾﻳﺴﯿﻴﺔ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ  ﮫﻪﯾﻳﺸﺎرﺭكﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺨﺺ ﺿﻤﻦ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ ﺣﯿﻴﺚ ﯾﻳﻘﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟ
مﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﻲ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﻌﺎوﻭنﻥ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍرﺭةﺓ وﻭاﺍﻟﻄﺎﻗﻢ اﺍﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﻲ. وﻭﺗﻜﻮنﻥ ﺑﯿﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ ﯾﻳﺮﻛﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺎﻻﻟﺘﺰاﺍمﻡ ﺑﺎﻟﺪوﻭاﺍ
ﺑﺪﻻ ﻋﻦ رﺭﺋﯿﻴﺲ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻻوﻭﻟﻰ )أﺃ( ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍدﺩاﺍء اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ  )بﺏ( اﺍﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭ اﺍﻟﺘﻼﻣﯿﻴﺬ )جﺝ( اﺍﻻﺷﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ. اﺍيﻱ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ  ﮫﻪﺘﻣﺸﺎرﺭﻛ
ﻟﺘﻼﻣﯿﻴﺬ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺸﺎرﺭكﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺎﻻدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺬﻛﻮرﺭةﺓ وﻭﯾﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪ ﻓﻲ اﺍرﺭﻓﺎقﻕ اﺍﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ اﺍ ﮫﻪاﺍﺧﺮ،٬ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟ
  ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ اﺍﻟﻘﺎدﺩﻣﺔ. ﮫﻪوﻭاﺍﻻﺷﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﺣﺘﻲ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍرﺭﺳﺎﻟﮭﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴ
 
ﺷﺎﻣﻞ اﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ اﺍﻟﺘﺤﻀﯿﻴﺮ ﻟﺒﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ ﻟﻠﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮ وﻭﺧﻄﺔ ﻋﻼﺟﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﺮاﺍﻓﻘﺔ ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ  ﮫﻪﺧﻼلﻝ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﻜﻮنﻥ دﺩوﻭرﺭ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟ
ﺘﺰاﺍمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ اﺍﺳﺘﻨﺎدﺩاﺍ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﯿﻴﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﺜﺎلﻝ وﻭﺿﻊ اﺍﻟﺪوﻭرﺭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﺘﻄﻮﯾﻳﺮﯾﻳﺔ وﻭوﻭرﺭشﺵ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻢ وﻭﻣﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ اﺍﻟﻠ
 ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ اﺍﻟﺬيﻱ ﺗﻢ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻟﮫﻪ. 
 
اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ  وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ وﻭﺗﻢ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ ﺧﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ اﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﮫﻪوﻭاﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻟﻢ ﯾﻳﺘﻄﻮرﺭ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻣﻮﺟ
اﺍرﺭ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﺘﺤﻮﯾﻳﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﮭﻬﻨﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﯾﻳﺲ اﺍﻟﻰ ﻣﮭﻬﻨﺔ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﻮﺿﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﻼﺟﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻜﺜﻔﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﺗﺨﺎذﺫ ﻗﺮ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴﺔ
ﻟﺘﻌﻠﯿﻴﻤﯿﻴﺔ،٬ ﻠﻤﺎدﺩةﺓ اﺍﻟ اﺍﻟﺘﻮﺟﯿﻴﮫﻪ اﺍﻟﻔﻨﻲاﺍدﺩاﺍرﺭﯾﻳﺔ.ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻜﺜﻔﺔ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ وﻭﻣﺘﺎﺑﻌﺘﮫﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺍﺛﻨﯿﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ 
ﻼء. ﺔ ﯾﻳﻘﺘﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻋﻄﺎء ﺗﻘﺮﯾﻳﺮ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﺘﺰاﺍمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺪوﻭاﺍمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﻲ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﻌﺎوﻭنﻥ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ وﻭ اﺍﻟﺰﻣﺑﯿﻴﻨﻤﺎ دﺩوﻭرﺭ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳ
وﻭاﺍذﺫاﺍ ﻟﻢ ﯾﻳﺘﻄﻮرﺭ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﺫﻟﻚ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﺘﻢ اﺍﺗﺨﺎذﺫ اﺍﻟﻌﻘﻮﺑﺎتﺕ ﺗﺠﺎهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ. وﻭﺗﻜﻮنﻥ اﺍﯾﻳﻀﺎ ھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﻣﺸﺎرﺭﻛﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮﻣﯿﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ 
اﺍﺳﺘﺨﺪاﺍمﻡ اﺍدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ وﻭاﺍرﺭﻓﺎقﻕ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺮ ﻻﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻄﻼبﺏ وﻭاﺍﻻﺷﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﻟﻼﺳﺘﻔﺎدﺩةﺓ ﻣﻨﮭﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ اﺍﻟﺘﻲ 
اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ  اﺍوﻭ ﻻﺛﺒﺎتﺕ اﺍنﻥ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ ﺗﻄﻮرﺭ اﺍوﻭ ﯾﻳﺴﺘﻠﺰمﻡ اﺍنﻥ ﯾﻳﺘﺨﺬ ﺿﺪةﺓ ﻗﺮاﺍرﺭ اﺍﻟﺘﺤﻮﯾﻳﻞ ﺗﻠﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻜﺜﻒ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻌﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺒﻞ،٬
 ﺣﺴﺐ ﻗﻮاﺍﻧﯿﻴﻦ اﺍﻟﻮزﺯاﺍرﺭةﺓ
 
اﺍﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎﯾﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﻟﻠﺠﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﺎدﺩﯾﻳﺔ ﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤﯿﻴﻦ ﺑﻐﺾ اﺍﻟﻨﻈﺮ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ،٬  ﺳﻮفﻑ 
ﻦ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﯾﻳﻘﻮﻣﻮنﻥ ﺑﺎﻻﺷﺘﺮاﺍكﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻢ وﻭﻣﺪﯾﻳﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ وﻭرﺭﺋﯿﻴﺲ اﺍﻟﻘﺴﻢ. وﻭھﮪﮬﻫﻨﺎ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻊ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﻮﻣﯿﻴ ﮫﻪﺗﻜﻮنﻥ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺟ
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ﺌﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﻤﻞ. وﻭھﮪﮬﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﺔ ﺳﻮفﻑ ﺗﻄﺒﻖ ﻛﻞ اﺍرﺭﺑﻌﺔ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﺍﻻدﺩاﺍرﺭيﻱ وﻭاﺍﻟﺘﻌﺎوﻭنﻥ ﻓﻲ ﺑﯿﻴﺳﻮاﺍء ﻓﯿﻴﻤﺎ ﯾﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﺍﻟﺘﺪرﺭﯾﻳﺴﻲ  
اﺍﻋﻮاﺍمﻡ اﺍوﻭ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ اﺍﻋﻮاﺍمﻡ وﻭﻓﻘﺎ ﻟﻠﺨﻄﻮةﺓ اﺍﻻوﻭﻟﻰ،٬ اﺍيﻱ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ اﺍنﻥ اﺍﻟﺘﻘﻮﯾﻳﻢ ﯾﻳﺘﻀﻤﻦ اﺍدﺩوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ وﻭﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﺍﻻﺧﺘﺒﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﻗﯿﻴﺎسﺱ ﻟﻠﻄﻠﺒﺔ 
  رﺭﻓﺎقﻕ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺪاﺍتﺕ وﻭاﺍﻻﺷﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪ اﺍﻟﺨﻄﻮرﺭةﺓ. وﻭاﺍ
 
 
اﺍﻟﺠﻮاﺍﻧﺐ اﺍﻟﻐﺎﻣﻀﺔ اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻻﺳﺌﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﻈﺎمﻡ اﺍﻟﺒﺪﯾﻳﻞ اﺍوﻭ اﺍيﻱ ﻧﻘﺎطﻁ ﺗﺤﺘﺎجﺝ اﺍﻟﻰ ﺗﻮﺿﯿﻴﺢ اﺍﻛﺜﺮ ﺣﺘﻰ  ﻀﯿﻴﺮ وﻭﺗﺤﺪﯾﻳﺪاﺍﻟﺮﺟﺎء ﺗﺤ* 
  ﯾﻳﺘﺴﻨﻰ ﻟﻨﺎ ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺘﮭﻬﺎ ﺟﻤﻌﯿﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺤﻠﻘﺔ اﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎﺷﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻻوﻭﻟﻰ / اﺍوﻭ اﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻮﺟﮭﻬﯿﻴﻦ وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭاﺍء
 
  ﺪ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﯿﻴﺮيﻱاﺍﻋﺪاﺍدﺩ: طﻁﻼلﻝ ﺳﻌ
 ﺑﺎﺣﺚ دﺩﻛﺘﻮرﺭاﺍهﻩ
 ﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ دﺩرﺭمﻡ / اﺍﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪةﺓ
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Appendix (21): Histogram of the Ceiling and Flooring Effect for the Purposes of Teacher 
Evaluation  
 
 
Item 1 A Item 1 B 
  
Item 2 A Item 2 B 
  
Item 3 A Item 3 B 
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Appendix (22): Histogram of the Ceiling and Flooring Effect for the Tools of Teacher 
Evaluation  
Item 4 A (Observation) Item 4 B (Observation) 
  
Item 5 A (Students’ achievement) Item 5 B (Students’ achievement) 
  
Item 6 A (self-evaluation) Item 6 B (self-evaluation) 
  
Item 7 A (peer evaluation) Item 7 B (peer evaluation) 
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Item 8 A (student evaluation) Item 8 B (student evaluation) 
  
Item 9 A (teacher portfolio) Item 9 B (teacher portfolio) 
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Appendix (23): Histogram of the Ceiling and Flooring Effect for the Involvement of 
Evaluators 
 
Heads Teacher Role: 
 
Rating the Value of Heads Teacher: 
 
Inspectors Role: 
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Rating the Value of Inspectors: 
 
 
Heads Departments Role: 
 
 
Rating the Value of Heads Departments: 
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Appendix (24): Tests of Normality for the Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 
(Actual/Desired) 
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Appendix (25): Tests of Normality for the Tools of Teacher Evaluation (Is 
used/Should be used) 
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Appendix (26): Tests of Normality for the Involvement of Evaluators 
 
• The Role of Head Teacher 
 
 
 
• The Role of Inspector 
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• The Role of Head Department 
 
 
 
 
• Rating Value  [Head Teacher] 
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• Rating Value  [Inspector] 
 
 
 
 
• Rating Value  [Head Department] 
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Appendix (27): Tests of Normality for the Extent to Which the System Supports 
Teachers 
 
• The Current system supports the development of performance 
 
• The Current system supports the awarding of promotions and rewards 
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Appendix (28): Test of Normality (significance) 
 
Tests of Normality 
 Kolmogorov-
Smirnova 
Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Actual: Promoting professional development of teachers .170 548 .000 .910 548 .000 
Desired: Promoting professional development of teachers .263 548 .000 .771 548 .000 
Actual: Determining the teacher's performance .224 548 .000 .884 548 .000 
Desired: Determining the teacher's performance .288 548 .000 .767 548 .000 
Actual Supporting decision-makers to make decisions about teachers 
that are related to sanctions or rewards 
.226 548 .000 .856 548 .000 
Desired: Supporting decision-makers to make decisions about teachers 
that are related to sanctions or rewards 
.275 548 .000 .808 548 .000 
Is used: classroom observation .249 548 .000 .779 548 .000 
Should be used: classroom observation .267 548 .000 .790 548 .000 
Is used: students’ achievement .162 548 .000 .912 548 .000 
Should be used: student's achievements  .219 548 .000 .838 548 .000 
Is used: self-evaluation  .178 548 .000 .901 548 .000 
Should be used: self-evaluation  .245 548 .000 .843 548 .000 
Is used: peer evaluation for formative purpose .201 548 .000 .894 548 .000 
Should be used: peer evaluation for formative purpose .224 548 .000 .848 548 .000 
Is used: student evaluation .448 548 .000 .558 548 .000 
Should be used: student evaluation .208 548 .000 .849 548 .000 
Is used: teacher portfolio .157 548 .000 .906 548 .000 
Should be used: teacher portfolio .228 548 .000 .817 548 .000 
Role of Head teacher .107 548 .000 .974 548 .000 
Role of Inspector .091 548 .000 .966 548 .000 
Role of Head of department .119 548 .000 .947 548 .000 
Rate value- Head teacher .105 548 .000 .961 548 .000 
Rate value- Inspector .138 548 .000 .933 548 .000 
Rate value- head of department .105 548 .000 .939 548 .000 
The system supports for professional development .131 548 .000 .926 548 .000 
The system supports for rewards and promotions .233 548 .000 .907 548 .000 
 a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
 
 
